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Preface 
This document concludes the voyage that I have been on during the past eight years. Some 
parts of the journey have been quick and smooth, others not so much. Now that I am here, I 
know that the obstacles along the way seemed frustrating and trying at first. Along the way I 
have had to cast things aside and ignore other in order to get where I am now. No real harm 
has been done, fortunately. The challenges I wrestled with most were mainly caused by the 
chasm I encountered moulding intuition and idea into definition, questions into palpable 
result. This is what I have learnt; this I consider of greatest value.  
 
During my studies I have learnt things. Things about ‘stuff’: process management, 
technology, ethics, strategy. I have discovered, or rediscovered, a thing or two about myself; 
I consider it my prerogative to keep these to myself. I feel as if I have continually navigated 
to what I consider the epitome of research. On the one hand, guided by knowledge handed 
down by others, there is this undeniable sensation of knowing where to go without the 
actual comprehension of what to expect when you get there. On the other hand, one needs 
a bit of luck on the journey; serendipitous findings steered me along when directions were 
missing. Over all, it has been fun. I would probably do it again, should opportunity present 
itself once more.  
 
Some words of gratitude are in order. First, thanks to all the people I encountered along the 
way, in any capacity; people who pushed me further, facilitated progress, guided me along 
and helped me. Special mention is deserved by a few others. In the first place, I would like to 
thank my employer, the Dutch National Police, for the opportunity offered; this is where it 
all began. I want to express my thanks to Anda Counotte and Frans Mofers from the Open 
University. With emphasis, I consider myself indebted to Jaap van der Woude for his help 
and his patience; I feel privileged and grateful.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Remco Kamphuis 
Leersum, 28 October 2014 
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Summary 
In this thesis the principal research question is: 
How can, for Dutch government organisations, risks of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up? 
In order to answer this question a literature study is performed; empirical research is 
conducted by a multiple case-study.  
 
Literature demonstrates that Enterprise Architecture ventures are expensive and failure-
prone. Many sources promote Enterprise Architecture as a means to gain competitive 
advantage ([BERN], [ROSJ]), but offer little answers where the question of how to implement 
is concerned. Surely, there are frameworks like TOGAF and FEA, but these are tools; like 
chainsaws they may prove harmful rather than helpful when used for the wrong purpose. 
 
From the literature review a model has been built: the Enterprise Architecture 
Implementation Model. This model makes a distinction between the start-up stage and the 
daily practice. Start-up is regarded the moment an organisation shifts from a sub-conscious 
to a conscious attitude toward architecture; it is about Enterprise Architecture as a process. 
Admittedly, the term ‘start-up’ is misleading when referring to process, since process is 
continuous; in order to stay close to the research question the term ‘start-up’ is maintained. 
 
Daily practice is the implementation of the actual Enterprise Architecture programme, 
leading to hard Enterprise Architecture artefacts. The literature study, also named the 
conceptual research stage, has resulted in four question areas: 
1. Enterprise Architecture motivations; 
2. Enterprise Architecture risks; 
3. Enterprise Architecture success factors; 
4. Enterprise Architecture assessment mechanisms. 
 
All these components are part of the implementation model given below. The model 
emphasizes: 
1. Enterprise Architecture is a process. The product of Enterprise Architecture as a 
process is the Enterprise Architecture itself; this is the start-up stage. Products of 
Enterprise Architecture exertion are models, guidelines, frameworks et cetera; this is 
daily practice; 
2. Distinguishing the Enterprise Architecture goals is a proactive and dynamic process. 
These goals must meet organisational goals. The Enterprise Architecture goals evolve 
with the evolution of the organisation as the organisation adapts to the environment. 
Enterprise Architecture goals, risks and critical success factors are therefore dynamic; 
3. Enterprise Architecture requires a proactive and dynamic risk management process. 
Generic success factors can help mitigate risks; 
4. The model depicts two iterative cycles. These iterative mechanisms are implicit 
assessment mechanisms. Enterprise Architecture goals, risks and critical success 
factors are dynamic. The smaller cyclic arrows depict assessment of Enterprise 
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Architecture as a process. The larger cycle, seen in the connection between Start-up 
and Daily Practice, displays the impact on daily practice. 
 
 
Figure 1 Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
 
Empirical research shows that the implementation model covers the issues on Enterprise 
Architecture goals, risks and success factors. The organisations visited have comparable 
problems and provide similar arguments in favour of Enterprise Architecture. The risks and 
success factors found in literature are largely recognised in the empirical research stage. 
Little evidence however has been found on the iterative assessment method. 
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General Introduction 
The inability to conduct business in an environment that changes rapidly and dramatically is 
a threat to any company’s survival. Enterprise Architecture is regarded as crucial for the 
growth and continuance of an organisation and it allegedly can help survive the turmoil 
caused by an ever changing environment. [ZAC1] calls Enterprise Architecture the ‘issue of 
the century’. [ROSJ] describes it as a necessary element in the ‘foundation for execution’. 
According to [LAND] Enterprise Architecture can help harness complexity, gain competitive 
advantages and easily adapt the organisations to the ever changing outside world. In this 
document the central premise is that architecture forms and guides the enterprise.  
 
Enterprise Architecture started in the late 1980’s. This makes it a young discipline. Enterprise 
Architecture is still an emerging practice and an emerging profession. Enterprise 
Architecture started in the IT domain, but it has since become intricate and complex. Many 
Enterprise Architecture practitioners still limit the Enterprise Architecture definition to IT. 
Others state that Enterprise Architecture concerns the entire enterprise; [BERN] for instance 
formulates Enterprise Architecture as the amalgamation of strategy, business and 
technology. 
 
Research ([JAMG], [ROSA]) shows that many Enterprise Architecture programmes are 
prematurely terminated; causes are often lack of management support, no demonstrable 
return on investment or simply ignorance and miscommunication. There is a paradox 
between the idea that Enterprise Architecture is an indispensable factor ([ROSJ], [GREE]) in 
an enterprise’s survival and its worrisome success rate ([JAMG]). Where does this paradox 
originate? On the one hand Enterprise Architecture is a panacea, a miracle cure, a silver 
bullet. On the other [ROEL] however claims that two thirds of the Enterprise Architecture 
programmes do not fulfil expectations. 
 
A literature review has been performed in order to delve deeper into this paradox. This 
literature review has given insight into the following questions: 
 
1. Why would an organisation need Enterprise Architecture? 
2. What are the problems that Enterprise Architecture suffers from and can these be 
lifted or mitigated?  
 
Result of the literature review is an implementation model in which Enterprise Architecture, 
with its apparent ambiguity lifted, is juxtaposed with possible problem situations.  
 
The literature review results are examined against results from a multiple case study 
performed at four organisations in the Dutch public sector. These four organisations all 
reside under the Ministry of Security and Justice. They have all in the last ten years 
embarked on Enterprise Architecture implementation attempts or have expressed their 
intentions to do so.  
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Conventions and Terminology 
Citations and reference conventions in this paper are given in square brackets [ ]. The 
underlying sources can be found in the reference list. Direct citations are indented from the 
left margin and the reference can be found in the footnote. 
 
In this paper the term ‘enterprise’, ‘company’ and ‘organisation’ are interchangeable. All 
three terms denote an organised collection of people and activities with a shared goal. The 
same goes for the terms ‘public organisation‘ and ‘government organisation’; these are also 
interchangeable. The term ‘business’ concerns all day-to-day activities performed within an 
organisation 
 
The term Information Management (IM) concerns collection, interpretation and distribution 
of information. In this context Information Service (IS) is considered the component that 
serves the information to customers. Information Technology (IT) is the collection of 
computers, infrastructure and applications and data used to facilitate IM. Governance is the 
decision making, resource allocation and prioritisation of activities, including change 
management and risk management.  
 
Abbreviation Generic Explanation 
CSF Critical Success Factor Factors crucial to attaining mission 
DGO Dutch Government Organisation Any government body in The Netherlands   
EA Enterprise Architecture  
EEA Ecological Enterprise Architecture See: Figure 5 Enterprise Architecture  Classes 
EITA Enterprise IT Architecture See: Figure 5 Enterprise Architecture  Classes 
IM/IS Information Management / Information 
Supply 
IM and IS are interchangeable in this 
document. Fine and specific nuances 
between the two are of little importance 
here. 
ITBA IT Business Alignment See: Figure 5 Enterprise Architecture  Classes 
NORA/MARIJ Nederlandse Overheid 
ReferentieArchitectuur / ModelArchitectuur 
Rijksoverheid 
The overarching Dutch Reference 
Architecture and one of its daughters, the 
model architecture. MARIJ is often 
accompanied by EAR, the Enterprise 
Architecture Rijksdienst.  
Table 1 Abbreviations 
Thesis Outline 
This paper is structured along four main chapters: 
• Research Mode 
• Conceptual research 
• Empirical research 
• Conclusions. 
 
The Research Mode chapter gives insight into the central research question and the research 
method. It is a preamble toward the next two chapters. In this chapter the initial central 
research question evolves into more detailed questions; these questions guide the conceptual 
and the empirical research. 
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The conceptual research is performed through a literature survey. This is the initial research 
stage. In this chapter answers to the initial research questions are sought. These answers 
provide the theoretical implementation model. 
 
The purpose of the empirical research is the validation of the theoretical model. Research 
has been done at four Dutch government organisations, all residing under the Dutch 
Ministry of Security and Justice. Research has been done via interviews. In the Conclusions 
chapter the results of the research chapters are summarised. 
 
Additional chapters are concerned with future research and reflection upon the process 
followed. Detailed information on research results can be found in the appendices. 
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Research Mode 
Architecture is a thing of art, a phenomenon of the emotions, lying outside 
questions of construction and beyond them. 
1
 
Introduction 
On the one hand there is the premise that Enterprise Architecture is an indispensable factor 
in an enterprise’s survival; on the other hand there is its worrisome success rate. The 
paradox between the value and importance of Enterprise Architecture and its apparent lack 
of success forms an important basis for the research subject. In this chapter, before going 
into the actual research, the research questions and mode will be explained.  
Research Goals 
This document builds an academic foundation for the ensuing empirical research. The 
principal question here is: 
How can, for Dutch government organisations, risks of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up? 
There are two important elements in this research question: 
1. Reducing chances of failure 
Underpinnings beneath this topic are formed by problem analysis and diagnosis. 
Literature (e.g. [ROSJ], [NIEM], [KAMO]) offers large quantities of arguments in 
favour of implementing Enterprise Architecture. Literature also offers vast 
enumerations of failed Enterprise Architecture implementations ([ROSA], [BURT], 
[ROEL]).  
2. Enterprise Architecture start-up 
Architecture is not automatic. Architecture may be a subconscious process or 
activity. An ‘architecture’ may be obsolescent or already outdated. The realisation 
that a conscious attitude toward architecture is required can be an epiphany, when 
the current architecture suddenly appears inadequate. In order to consciously 
implement or alter an architecture, a plan is needed. Start-up is about the first steps 
in the plan and giving direction to the Enterprise Architecture. Start-up is the 
moment an organisation opts for conscious architecture. 
 
The principal question mentions ‘reducing failure risks’ instead of ‘enhancing the chances of 
success’. This is an approach impelled by the immaturity of Enterprise Architecture and the 
ongoing investigations to be able to prove the benefits of Enterprise Architecture. As [ROD1] 
demonstrates the value concept of Enterprise Architecture is still very much a research 
issue. 
Research Model 
The research model used in this document is given below. The model consists of three vertical 
‘columns’.  
 
1
 [CORB], p. 19 
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The first column represents the conceptual research: here a literature review is performed. In 
this stage the following elements will be researched:  
1. Why would an organisation need Enterprise Architecture? 
Literature ([ROSJ], [BERN], [GREE]) stress the importance of Enterprise Architecture. 
There is an element of opinioned self-assertion in the supposed need for Enterprise 
Architecture that wants explanation.  
2. What are Enterprise Architecture problems, how do they manifest themselves? 
a. The high failure rate of Enterprise Architecture may have distinguishable 
causes. This study will not provide a full list of causes and solutions, but it will 
offer a concise overview. 
b. ‘Common’ Enterprise Architecture problems exist; research will hone in on 
specific Enterprise Architecture problems in the public domain. 
3. Does literature offer solutions to reduce the failure rate? 
a. Literature offers a number of Critical Success Factors (CSF). These are used to 
answer the question whether Enterprise Architecture’s lack of success can be 
explained (diagnosed); can the diagnosis lead to remedy? 
 
The second column represents the empirical research. The empirical research is a multiple 
case study at four organisations in the Dutch public sector. The implementation model is 
validated against results from this case study. The case study is performed through 
interviews. 
 
 
Figure 2 Research Model 
Scope 
Architecture is about purpose and plan; architecture is about needs. It is important to state 
here and now that this thesis is not an academic discussion on the purpose issue of 
architecture. Premise made here is that architecture is crucial, without architecture, we may 
fall into disorder and chaos.  
EA 
Motivations 
Theory EA 
public sector 
Theory EA 
problems and 
cause 
analysis 
Theory EA 
problem 
solving 
EA Implementation 
Model 
Public sector organisation A 
Public sector 
organisation C 
Public sector 
organisation B 
Public sector organisation D 
Result analysis 
Result analysis 
Result analysis 
Result analysis 
Recommendations 
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“Based on our research and relevant literature, there are clear indications that 
Enterprise Architecture plays a pivotal role in improving the effectiveness of the use 
of IT assets within a corporation and improves IT impact on business performance. As 
a consequence, higher maturity levels of enterprise architecture would allow IT 
investments have measurable effects on business performance.”
2
  
 
Secondly, empirical research is restricted to Dutch organisations in the public domain. [HJOK] 
has found that the public sector displays very specific and idiosyncratic problems.  
“The business of government is complex, mandates are often unclear, and the struggle 
for political support can be tough. Understand the environment, agency programs, 
and potential ‘obstacles’ before launching EA programs. “
3
 
 
Thirdly, start-up of Enterprise Architecture, it must be stated that Enterprise Architecture is 
not a product, nor a set of products. Enterprise Architecture is about process. Start-up is 
about laying the foundations for this process; these foundations are goal, definition and 
method. Without these foundations the Enterprise Architecture and the organisation the 
organisation’s survival may be at stake.  
“EA is the process of translating business vision and strategy into effective enterprise 
change by creating, communicating and improving the key requirements, principles 
and models that describe the enterprise’s future state and enable its evolution.”
4
 
 
In order to be able to implement Enterprise Architecture one can choose a framework. Which 
framework to choose? It is actually not important for start-up. Enterprise Architects must not 
prematurely focus on frameworks, since standard frameworks may not fit the enterprise 
[GRIG]. Frameworks can facilitate and support Enterprise Architecture. Many Enterprise 
Architecture frameworks, however, show a lack of customizable elements in the frameworks 
and also a lack of advice how to tailor the Enterprise Architecture frameworks to their 
organizational needs [LAN1].  
 
In order to measure Enterprise Architecture success one can use a maturity model. A 
maturity model, if used, must be selected carefully and early. Although assessment of 
Enterprise Architecture results is important, it would not be opportune to put too much 
focus on maturity models in the early stages of Enterprise Architecture. Frameworks and 
maturity models, in this thesis, are of secondary relevance.  
 
Key elements in the scope of this thesis are: 
• (Enterprise) Architecture as a process: 
Architecture must not be restricted to blueprints. Please note that blueprints are 
products. An Drawing the blueprints is merely one element of architecture; 
architecture is based on needs and ideas, vision and visualisation; 
• ‘Doing’ Enterprise Architecture deliberately and consciously.  
In other words, an conscious architecture needs a plan; it is not the accumulation of 
separate and spontaneous ideas, but a search for consistency in execution; 
2
 [SLOT], p. 124 
3
 [HJOK], p. 74 
4
 [LAPK] 
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• Architecture in relation to Dutch government organisations: 
In order restrict the research area scope has been delimited to the public sector. 
Research Method 
The research method is inductive and exploratory, at first aimed at discovering insights into 
Enterprise Architecture. Up to now, as literature shows, Enterprise Architecture ventures are 
expensive and failure-prone. More importantly, the research seeks answers to the questions 
why these ventures are risky, but also to what can be done about that. Result of this 
exploratory study is an implementation model for starting up an Enterprise Architecture 
programme.  
 
Inductive, with reference to the statement of [ROEL] that two thirds of Enterprise 
Architecture implementations fail. In order to be able to reduce this failure rate an 
implementation model is formed. The implementation model offers possible handles to 
relieve this problem. 
 
Exploratory, because, although a large amount of information on Enterprise Architecture can 
be found, few previous studies exist into the initial stages of Enterprise Architecture in an 
organisation. There exists a myriad of publications on Enterprise Architecture. Many sources 
promote Enterprise Architecture as a means to gain competitive advantage ([BERN], [ROSJ]), 
but offer little answers where the question of how to implement is concerned. Other sources 
suffer from other problems; these lack evidence ([BANE], [SHAW]), are the basis of 
commercial products ([BERG]) or simply lack appropriate practicality ([ROSA]). Finally, 
sources advise certain Enterprise Architecture frameworks, but fail to disclose that these 
frameworks are no silver bullets but need tailoring and considerable organisational self-
reflection ([URBL], [SESR]). 
  
Next to the literature study a multiple case-study has been conducted at four Dutch 
government organisations. Purpose of this case-study is to validate the implementation 
model. The organisations researched run, intend or claim to run, Enterprise Architecture 
programmes. Interviews have been held in order to find out why these organisations started 
the Enterprise Architecture programme, which risks they encountered and how they dealt 
with these. 
Conceptual Research 
The literature study’s purpose is to give insight into theory of Enterprise Architecture and 
Enterprise Architecture problems in general, but also in relation to the public sector. The 
research question mentions ‘reducing failure rate’ and ‘Enterprise Architecture start-up’. 
Regarding ‘failure’ Enterprise Architecture risks are juxtaposed with possible solutions, or, at 
least, best practices. Building an overview of Enterprise Architecture problems forms the 
basis for possible solutions.  
 
‘Enterprise Architecture start-up’ is about building a foundation for Enterprise Architecture 
success. The assumption is that there are no guarantees for a successful Enterprise 
Architecture implementation, but certain guidelines may prove universal.  
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Empirical Research 
In order to get answers to the questions given earlier, architects have been interviewed at 
four Dutch government organisations. A potential hurdle emerges; not every ‘enterprise 
architect’ is an actual ‘enterprise architect’; as [ZAC2] has noticed the definition of 
‘enterprise architect’ is polluted. 
 
To obtain insight into the assumptions and presuppositions of organisations when 
embarking on Enterprise Architecture questions are asked on Enterprise Architecture goals;  
these questions are required to identify the initial motivation for Enterprise Architecture, or 
the Enterprise Architecture perspective. The interviews were recorded. Written summaries 
of the interviews were sent to the interviewees in order to enable verification and feedback. 
Information was also gathered from documents received.  
 
After distinguishing Enterprise Architecture perspective and target questions are concerned 
with what the organisation has accomplished and what is left of the initial expectations. Was 
the organisation able to cope with risks? Questions here are specifically concerned with how 
to shape the beginnings of an Enterprise Architecture programme; the questions all 
concerned Enterprise Architecture motivation, risk identification and mitigation and 
implementation method.  
 
The implementation model built in the conceptual stage is assessed in this empirical 
research stage.  The questions underlying the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
as to why and how are used in the empirical research; to this purpose the Question Model 
has been devised. The Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model given earlier can be 
abstracted to a more practical question model. The question model used is given below.  
 
 
Figure 3 Question Model 
 
In this model on the vertical axis Enterprise Architecture goals and assessment are opposed. 
Horizontally Success and the risk of non-fulfilment are opposed.  
 
The initial research goals resulting from the model are: 
1. When embarking on EA, it is important to first ask why and when. What problems 
need solving? Since the definition of architecture chosen in this thesis concerns 
about purpose and plan, answering this question is imperative. 
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2. How do we know that we have solved our problems, or reached our goals? This 
question is about the mechanisms of assessing the Enterprise Architecture results. 
3. Implementing Enterprise Architecture can be a hazardous undertaking. This question 
aims at identifying implementation risks. What are the pitfalls when implementing 
Enterprise Architecture? This question helps identify risk areas and vulnerabilities in 
general, but also specifically in the public domain; 
4. Fourth question targets risk mitigation. Is it possible to identify critical success factors 
(CSF) to reduce failure risk?  
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Conceptual Research: Building an Implementation Model 
Architecture is the first manifestation of man creating his own universe, creating it 
to the image of nature, submitting to the laws of nature, the laws which govern our 
own nature, our universe.
5
 
Introduction 
The initial research stage is the conceptual research phase. The conceptual research stage, 
or theoretical research stage, is concerned with building a model that supports the broad 
context of the overall research question; a literature review is performed in relation to the 
following initial research:  
• Why do organisations choose to set in motion an Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programme? What are its Enterprise Architecture objectives? 
• What risks do they run during this programme? 
• How can they mitigate these risks?  
• How can they assess the Enterprise Architecture results? 
 
Enterprise Architecture is a relatively new discipline, and has been around since the late 
1980’s. The story of Enterprise Architecture, however, is troublesome. [SLOT] and [NIEM] 
emphasise the need and value of Enterprise Architecture, but its implementation is often 
accompanied by problems ([BURK], [GRIG]). Sources state that more than half of all 
Enterprise Architecture initiatives fail ([JAMG], [ROEL]).  
 
The first question is the ‘why’-question behind Enterprise Architecture. In order to go into 
this the definition of Enterprise Architecture needs clarification. What is commonly seen as 
Enterprise Architecture? There are a number of different Enterprise Architecture 
perspectives, resulting in as many definitions. [ROBE] argues that it is not uncommon that 
people consider IT architecture a synonym for Enterprise Architecture and considers this an 
“antique and limited view of Enterprise Architecture”, which restricts Enterprise Architecture 
scope, outcomes and value. In [LANM] Enterprise Architecture’ most important 
characteristic is the holistic view of the enterprise it provides, capturing the essentials of 
business, IT and its evolution
6
. [BERN] describes Enterprise Architecture as  
“both a management program and a documentation method that together provide 
an actionable, coordinated view of an enterprise’s strategic direction, business 
services, information flows, and resource utilization.
7
”  
 
An interviewee at a Dutch government organisation described architecture as “top-down, 
bottom-up and middle-out”, thus implying that Enterprise Architecture permeates the entire 
enterprise. [KAMO] describes Enterprise Architecture as the key to implementing the 
information systems by using IT enabled services. According to [ROSJ] Enterprise 
Architecture is a means to build a foundation for business execution. According to [GREE] 
Enterprise Architecture helps transform the organisation; in order to survive it is mandatory 
that an organisation can adapt to a changing environment. In this document the definition 
5
 [CORB], p 73. 
6
 [LANM], p. 3. 
7
 [BERN], p. 33.  
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discussion of Enterprise Architecture is of secondary relevance, since it might obfuscate the 
central research question. 
 
The ‘why’-question is crucial in relation to ‘start-up’. ‘Start-up’ starts when a conscious 
approach to architecture is taken. This is almost a psychophysical experience, a psychological 
experience to physical stimuli. In other words, we become aware of things when they break 
down, start to hurt or suddenly appear absent. The first question concerns the reason for 
‘start-up’, the psychophysical realisation, perhaps a sense of disruption. 
 
One last note as to defend Enterprise Architecture research. As stated above, many 
Enterprise Architecture attempts fail. Does this mean that Enterprise Architecture will 
eventually prove to be a mere fad? Are all Enterprise Architecture attempts bound to fail; is 
Enterprise Architecture no more than a temporary hype? Probably not, even though Gartner 
research shows that Enterprise Architecture struggles; in the image given below Enterprise 
Architecture resides in the ‘Trough of Disillusionment’.  
 
 
Figure 4 Gartner Hype Cycle 
 
Gartner expects that, from this ‘Trough of Disillusionment’ Enterprise Architecture, in the 
near future, Enterprise Architecture will enter the ’Slope of Enlightenment’ and eventually 
the ‘Plateau of Productivity’.  
 “Gartner analysts have highlighted two main reasons why they don't believe that EA 
will fall permanently into the Trough of Disillusionment. First, an increasing number 
of organizations are seeking to support a more business-vision-focused EA effort. 
Second, several emerging and evolving practices and disciplines are likely to aid in the 
continued maturity and evolution of EA toward the Plateau of Productivity.”
 8
 
8
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Theory of Enterprise Architecture 
This chapter deals with the four questions raised earlier: 
• Why do organisations choose to set in motion an Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programme? What are its Enterprise Architecture objectives? 
• What risks do they run during this programme? 
• How can they mitigate these risks?  
• How can they assess the Enterprise Architecture results? 
 
In the section named ‘On Enterprise Architecture Motivations’ a brief enumeration of 
reasons for initiating Enterprise Architecture is given. The following two sections ‘On 
Enterprise Architecture Risk’ and ‘On Enterprise Architecture Critical Success Factors’ risks 
and CSF’s are explained. The fourth and final section of this chapter deals with assessment 
mechanisms.  
On Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
First question is to ascertain why organisations choose to set in motion an Enterprise 
Architecture programme. Many sources echo [ROSJ] in the sense that Enterprise 
Architecture is a crucial element in the ‘foundation for execution’. Literature generally offers 
commonplace arguments in favour of Enterprise Architecture, mostly larded with the same, 
resounding rhetoric. Enterprise Architecture is often expected to enhance optimisation, cost 
reduction, efficiency improvement.  
 
[LAND] approaches the question from a threats perspective. Enterprises today are constantly 
challenged. The environment changes constantly. The economy has changed into a global 
economy. New technologies emerge continuously. The need for information has increased 
and so has its speed. Without Enterprise Architecture the enterprise will lag behind and 
perish. 
 
Others ([ROD2], [ZAC2]) take on a more positive stance. Enterprise Architecture can help 
reduce IT costs through outsourcing, increased portability and easier management.  
[SLOT] points to the power of Enterprise Architecture to direct and manage organisations 
more adequately. For instance, there is a tendency to invest generously in IT, without 
evidence that these spendings provide proportionate advantages. Architecture can help 
steer clear from misconceptions like these: 
“The value of architecture is defined as the additional, leveraging value delivered by 
architecture to the business and IT environment. The value can be measured at 
Strategic, Tactical and Operational level. It considers the aspects of Business Value, 
Cost and Risk.”
9
 
 
[SLOT] implies that Enterprise Architecture is an aid toward balanced business operations. 
 
[TAMM], after reviewing available literature, offers a concise list of Enterprise Architecture 
benefit enablers. The list consists of four main ‘benefit enablers’: 
• Organisational alignment;  
9
 [SLOT], p.17 
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• Information availability; 
• Resource portfolio optimisation; 
• Resource complementarity. 
These business enablers may lead to consensus on focus within the enterprise, improved 
information flow, better customer intimacy and reduced support costs. 
 
[NIEM] offers a larger, concise list of Enterprise Architecture benefits, subdivided into hard 
benefits, indirect benefits, strategic benefits and intangible benefits. Many Enterprise 
Architecture programmes are discontinued because they fail to demonstrate clear benefits. 
[NIEM] explicitly states that Enterprise Architecture should be considered an asset and not 
an expense. [NIEM] provides the following table of possible Enterprise Architecture induced 
benefits. 
 
The positioning of a benefit like ‘Increased stability’ is positioned as ‘weakly attributable’ and 
‘non-quantifiably measurable’. Please note that this does not mean that it is not an 
Enterprise Architecture benefit. It is, at this moment, merely weakly attributable. 
“Strategic benefits are positive effects that are realized in the long run and are 
typically affected by a multitude of factors. Therefore, they generally cannot be 
objectively quantified or completely attributed to EA or EA work.”
10
 
 
Weakly 
Indirect 
Improved alignment with partners 
Improved customer orientation 
Improved risk management 
Increased market value 
Improved asset management 
Improved innovation 
Improved staff management  
Increased quality 
Improved business processes 
Improved management of IT investments 
Increased efficiency 
Reduced complexity 
Strategic 
Improved alignment to business strategy 
Improved change management 
Improved strategic agility 
Improved business-IT alignment 
Improved communication 
Increased stability 
A
tt
ri
b
u
ta
b
le
 t
o
 E
A
 
Strongly 
Hard 
Increased economies of scale 
Increased reusability 
Reduced costs 
Increased interoperability and integration 
Increased standardisation 
Shortened cycle times 
Intangible 
Evolutionary EA development & 
governance  
Provides a holistic view of the enterprise 
Improved decision making 
  Quantifiable Non-Quantifiable 
  Measurable 
Table 2 Enterprise Architecture Benefits 
 
In spite of [TAMM] and [NIEM], arguments used to start an Enterprise Architecture 
programme often seem intuitive. [SCHO] concludes after an extensive literature study that 
drivers for Enterprise Architecture are seldom discussed.  
 
10
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Enterprise Architecture has a purpose, but as [MICH] implies, the investments can be 
tremendous, they must fit needs. 
“Given the level of effort involved in any EA initiative, we are constantly challenged 
“why?” Why spend the time, the energy and, more importantly, why spend the 
money? How does EA directly benefit our citizens? Questions that can stymie EA in 
both public and private sectors. [….] It is inconceivable to undertake investments of 
this magnitude without clear plans outlining tasks to the smallest detail or executing 
plans without strong and pervasive oversight.”
11
 
 
It is therefore inevitable that an initial analysis to the goals and purpose of Enterprise 
Architecture is done; this analysis is not universal, evidently, but always organisation 
specific, since every organisation has its own specific needs and desires, but also culture, 
policies, processes ([LAN1], [URBL], [GRIG]). 
On Enterprise Architecture Risks 
Results from the literature review demonstrated that Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programmes often fail. In order to find risks behind this phenomenon a 
survey was performed over 21 documents, of which four are primarily focused on Enterprise 
Architecture problems in the public sector; the survey has led to ten possible risk factors.  
 
The boundaries between the risk factors can be considered thin and arbitrary. Granted, 
many risk factors are interdependent or otherwise related. The distinction serves a purpose, 
however, as they are a means to identify different reasons for failure.  
 
Not all sources share the same quality level; many are mere opinions, others are based less 
on academic foundations than on commercial motivations (e.g. [GRIG], [BANE], [SHAW]). 
Many sources are by Gartner ([BURT], [JAMG], [BITT]); these are relatively trustworthy, often 
hype-based but also often based on practical experience or research. Other sources claim 
some sort of academic foundation ([KAIS], or present other research results ([GOAC], 
[LEEC]).  
The survey result of literature describing failure reasons can be found in Appendix A: 
Categorisation of Enterprise Architecture . 
 
Risk Factor Generic Government Total 
Definition and consensus 5 4 9 
Demonstrable value 5 3 8 
Ignorance 11  11 
Ivory tower 9 1 10 
Leadership 8 2 10 
No link to business 6 2 8 
Resistance to change   3 3 
Short-term vision 4 2 6 
Silo's and fragmentation   12 12 
Technocracy 9 6 15 
Total 57 35 92 
Table 3 Risk Factors 
11
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Generic Enterprise Architecture risk factors occur in both private and public sector 
organisations. Limited sources exist for Enterprise Architecture research in the public sector. 
Research in the public sector is most prominent in the United States of America, the 
Scandinavian countries and The Netherlands. 
 
As to differences between the public sector the private sector, it appears that he public 
sector suffers from similar problems as private sector organisations. Two elements stand out 
for the public sector: 
• Resistance to change 
• Silo’s and fragmentation 
In the following paragraphs these risks discovered are explained in more detail.  
 
Definition and Consensus 
[LAPA] mentions “a lack of shared vocabulary”. [POUT] talks about the term “Enterprise 
Architecture” as referring to both descriptive documents and the daily process of Enterprise 
Architecture. The term architect is polluted. According to [ZAC2]:  
“every computer programmer, systems designer, software architect, solutions 
architect, technology architect, computer operator, PC owner, data architect, 
database architect, network architect, business analyst, systems analyst, enterprise 
architect, service architect, object architect, project manager and CIO calls whatever 
they want to or maybe, whatever they are doing, ‘Architecture.’ It is chaos.” 
 
This pollution problem of the term Enterprise Architecture is an obstruction. Lack of 
consensus of what Enterprise Architecture consists of hampers Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programmes. 
 
In order to properly define and implement Enterprise Architecture it is important to 
understand the forces that shape Enterprise Architecture.  Historically Enterprise 
Architecture finds its roots in IT; this characteristic can be recognised in [LAPA] and [MALA]. 
Enterprise Architecture has evolved from a restricted and technological discipline to an 
enterprise-wide, albeit often diffuse, activity. This evolution can also be seen in the findings 
of [LAPA] and [PALMA].  
 
From [LAPA] and [MALA] an Enterprise Architecture classes model can be construed; in this 
model three classes of Enterprise Architecture can be distinguished: 
• The first is Enterprise IT Architecture (EITA) which is aimed at integrating the 
enterprise’s IT in order to cut costs and realise redundancy elimination. The solution 
often used here is the enterprise service bus to link existing information systems; 
• IT Business Alignment (ITBA): Here the organisation attempts to align business and IT 
in order to be able to respond to exterior changes. This is a reactive approach and 
the organisation strategy is fixed. 
• Ecological Enterprise Architecture (EEA): The enterprise strives for strategic and 
competitive advantage. It aims at innovation and is able to influence the 
environment and create a strategic advantage; this class of Enterprise Architecture is 
not IT related per se. 
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One may recognise a pattern of evolution here, but this is only an assumption. EITA is often 
a first step in Enterprise Architecture. In this case IT return on investment is obscure since IT 
is isolated in and restricted to the IT department. The IT department (or departments) 
provides an IT service, but implementations are fragmented and overlap. 
 
After EITA an organisation can proceed towards IT business alignment (ITBA). ITBA Is visible 
in the arrows that link EITA and Business Processes. EEA is visualised in the arrows that link 
ITBA and Environment. From an evolutionary perspective, the Enterprise Architecture 
Classes model is a nesting doll. Enterprise Architecture in the near future is expected to, if it 
has not already, abandon its IT-preoccupation ([ROBE]). 
Demonstrable Value 
Assessing the value of Enterprise Architecture is an important task. The cohesion of business 
processes, information management, technical infrastructure and IT is the ongoing process 
of what Enterprise Architecture incorporates, according to [BERG].  
 
Consequence of the inability to demonstrate direct benefits of large Enterprise Architecture 
investments is the dissatisfaction of management, where Enterprise Architecture can quickly 
become considered extravagant or even luxurious. Lack of insight in Enterprise Architecture 
results will lead to lack of sponsorship and lack of sponsorship will eventually thwart the 
Enterprise Architecture effort. 
 
Connected to this risk is the blind spot that emerges when linking the Enterprise 
Architecture effort to Enterprise Architecture outcome, or Enterprise Architecture products. 
Enterprise Architecture efforts should be linked to business goals, not Enterprise 
Enterprise Service Bus 
EITA 
Business Processes 
Management processes Operational processes Supporting processes 
Strategy Sales HRM 
Environment 
G’nance 
Figure 5 Enterprise Architecture  Classes 
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Architecture outcome [BURK]; the sole focus on Enterprise Architecture result cuts the 
Enterprise Architecture effort loose from the business needs.  
Ignorance 
To use the term ‘ignorance’ is harsh, perhaps. However, literature shows a number of 
phenomena that demonstrate ‘ignorance’ or, more kindly, ‘naiveté’.  
• Using incapable or poorly trained individuals and refusing to invest; 
• Over-focusing on tools or frameworks; 
• Over-simplification; 
• Over-ambitiousness; 
• Not deliberating maintenance and governance; 
• Mismanagement and poor planning; 
• Underestimating the impact of change; 
• The inability to create momentum. 
 
Enterprise Architecture is a very expensive and difficult discipline. Whether one opts for EITA 
or ITBA or EEA, taking off cannot be done willy-nilly or haphazardly. 
“The real blame lies with the decision makers in the organization. They turn to EA for 
the wrong reasons and are ultimately disappointed when EA is unable to help 
them.”
12
 
 
Ignorance is a complex of risk factors that strongly interlinks with other risk factors, such as 
leadership and short-term vision. 
Ivory Tower 
Lack of communication leads to shelf ware. Every enterprise architect needs feedback 
[BURT]. [BITT] mentions the risk of architects who lose themselves in theoreticisms, building 
a vast set of Enterprise Architecture deliverables in an early stage. 
 
Enterprise Architecture outputs that are not practicable sooner hobble or even block 
progress than stimulate. The Enterprise Architect’s output runs the risk of being too abstract 
and not applicable. The ivory tower approach may also impair Enterprise Architecture 
availability. Ivory tower Enterprise Architecture is often restricted to a single domain and 
may therefore be incomplete. The Enterprise Architecture can be technical and rigid. An 
overly prescriptive Enterprise Architecture induces circumvention.  
Leadership 
Leadership is concerned with direction, scope and focus. It is up to the management to make 
choices. As [HAR1] implies, if the organisation “suffers from vague definitions of what 
enterprise architecture is supposed to be” management must take a stance. For Enterprise 
Architecture to succeed strong leadership and support, clear mandates and clear 
distributions of power are mandatory ([BITT], [GRAV]). 
 
Poor scoping is an example of poor management. Deviations from scope will complicate the 
Enterprise Architecture programme, since these are exceptions from standards, plotted 
course and focus. They may lead to unattainable goals, disregarding what is feasible within 
12
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the organisation [BERG]. There is also the risk of prioritising exceptions over pertaining, valid 
standards. 
 
Developing an Enterprise Architecture costs money and resistance to invest may harm the 
endeavour. Investments are needed on developing artefacts, bus also touch on more 
abstract elements like organisational culture and terminology and communication, method 
and process. Not investing in training and human resource results in lack of vision and may 
culminate in vendor dependencies. 
No Link to Business 
As [BERG] explains Enterprise Architecture is not automatically a foundation underlying a 
company’s business targets. Enterprise Architecture however aims at supporting short and 
long term strategy. Not linking the Enterprise Architecture to business goals blots out the 
purpose of Enterprise Architecture. The ability to link the Enterprise Architecture to business 
is a mandatory management quality. 
Short-term Vision 
[BURT] states that Enterprise Architecture implementation is often considered a project with 
an end date and a restricted budget. In that case the Enterprise Architecture is ready when 
all artefacts, that were considered necessary, have been produced. Assessing the Enterprise 
Architecture is then simple, but based on a misconception. Enterprise Architecture is not a 
short-term project. 
 
[BURT] stresses the fact that Enterprise Architecture is an ongoing effort like strategic 
planning, budgeting and operations management. 
Technocracy 
Technocracy concerns the following elements:  
• A preoccupation with IT; 
• Over-focus on standards, models and tools; 
• Dogmatic following of framework. 
Enterprise Architecture is still primarily an IT-activity. This is not a verdict, but an 
observation; [LAPA] states that most current Enterprise Architecture practices are based on 
the EITA school of thought. In case an organisations chooses for EITA this is not so much a 
risk, but for ITBA or EEA the preoccupation with IT may become an impediment. 
 
Enterprise Architecture requires communication and alignment to need. Exacerbated by an 
ivory tower angle, technocracy tends to rely on forced prescription instead of cooperation. 
As [BURT] infers, architects often unintentionally become emerged in their Enterprise 
Architecture activities and then forget their obligation to provide business value. 
 
Frameworks can be used to guide the Enterprise Architecture programme. There are quite a 
lot of frameworks: ARIS, TOGAF, FEAF, DoDAF, Zachman, DYA, Gartner, and, specifically for 
Dutch government organisations NORA/MARIJ. [URBL] compares the most famous standard 
frameworks (Zachman, Department of Defence Architecture Framework (DoDAF), Federal 
Enterprise Architecture Framework (FEAF), Treasury Enterprise Architecture Framework 
(TEAF), The Open Group Architectural Framework (TOGAF)). Conclusion in [URBL] here is 
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that the frameworks investigated are abstract and one might question the validity or ability 
to work accurately within that framework. 
 
[SESR] compares Zachman, Federal Enterprise Architecture Framework (FEAF), The Open 
Group Architectural Framework (TOGAF) and Gartner. His conclusion is that choosing a 
framework should be based on critical self-analysis first. The frameworks he examined –
[SESR] insists in calling frameworks methodologies– can complement each other. It might be 
better to ‘cherry-pick’ from different frameworks than it is to blindly adopt a single one. 
 
In comparison to private sector organisations public organisations tend to over-focus more 
fiercely on models and standards. [GRAV] concludes that this is a typical public sector anti-
pattern. There is a strong reliance on standards. The risk here is that standards outweigh 
purpose. A risk is the focus on mechanisms and frameworks and on the current state instead 
of content, technology and process.  
Resistance to Change 
[HJOK] demonstrates that the profit element in public sector organisations plays a minor 
role. Higher profits and market shares have little value in the public sector and are obstacles 
rather than drivers for reform; in the public sector effective, cost-cutting projects “most 
often will be rewarded with budget cuts, staff reductions, loss of resources, and 
consolidation of programs”13. These of course stimulate little cooperation and easily lead to 
resistance and conflict, through fear of losing resources. Moreover, this complex goal 
structure and the strict legal norms to which public organisations must adhere make reform 
hard work. The matter of privacy and confidentiality, for instance, is a major challenge. 
 
Finally, as [HJOK] also emphasises, in order to succeed, a major difference between 
organisations in the public and the private sector, is the ability to understand the politics of 
government, the need for transformation of tasks performed in public organisations and 
public organisations’ idiosyncratic work culture. Finding political support can be difficult.  
 
[HJOK]’s findings do not support the idea of Enterprise Architecture as an instrument of 
reform in public organisations.  
“The EA rhetoric of transformation and modernization will seem appealing to many 
public sector managers and their politicians. [….] It is only when environmental shifts 
occur, including economic, political, or technical ‘shocks’ or crisis that the 
institutional settings will allow EA to become a transformational modernization tool 
in government.” 
14
 
 
These political influences appear stronger in public organisations than in private, worsened 
by the urge to resist, caused by the fear of losing resources. 
Silo’s and Fragmentation 
According to [JAN1] in Dutch and Danish public organisations Enterprise Architecture is 
based on voluntarism and not instigated by central management. Enterprise Architecture 
decisions are specific and particular to isolated organisations. Financial incentives are scarce 
13
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or non-existent. Enterprise Architecture implementation is fragmented; although centralised 
programs exist, there is no overall coordination, which results in incongruence between local 
Enterprise Architecture initiatives and the central Enterprise Architecture. 
 
Organisations in the public and the private sector are faced with comparable governance 
problems. Public sector organisations, however, appear to suffer more severely from a lack 
of overall coordination. Central coordination is often missing and coordination and 
communication are mostly in small groups, if at all existent. The organisations are built on 
principles that include a strong hierarchical structure as a basis for central planning and 
decision making, a top-down rule control mechanism and the organisation of personnel into 
units based on work activities of technical skills.  
 “[…]public organizations not only have to stay adaptive to the constant change but 
also manage complexity attributed to the interactions between the central and the 
local governments.”
15
 
 
These boundaries between central and local governments exacerbate communication 
problems and intensify isolated and therefore divergent initiatives.  
On Enterprise Architecture Critical Success Factors (CSF) 
The most elaborate overview on Enterprise Architecture CSF’s can be seen in [NIKF]. [NIKF] 
has compared five sources. Overall, on Enterprise Architecture critical success factors little 
explicit information is found; [YLIM] states  
“There seems to be a lack of scientific research on CSF’s for Enterprise Architecture.“ 
 
Of the five sources compared by [NIKF], next to [AIES], [YLIM] is the most extensive. The 
other three sources are ignored here, since they do not add new perspectives. For 
government organisations [HJOK] gives a few recommendations. In order to provide a public 
organisation perspective on Enterprise Architecture CSF’s these recommendations are 
added. 
 
Since the number of sources is limited, the approach used with CSF’s differs slightly from 
what is done with Enterprise Architecture risks. No extensive overview of CSF’s is given in 
the appendices, since this would mostly result in copying [NIKF]. The CSF’s mentioned here 
can be considered universal, but the target levels required will differ per organisation and 
per Enterprise Architecture choice. Every organisation, in that sense, identifies its own target 
levels. A successful start-up has its own CSF target levels. In order to achieve the desired 
results, activities must relate to these CSF’s. Please note that CSF’s, as such, are not goals by 
themselves. They are touchstones. The CSF’s can be linked to Enterprise Architecture risks, 
but, since the link is seldom one-on-one this exercise has not been done. 
Scoping and purpose 
According to [YLIM] scoping and purpose are important CSF’s. It is important that the 
organisation is familiar with and aware of current and future problems. Purpose concerns 
Enterprise Architecture objectives in relation to stakeholders. Scope is about the depth and 
detail of Enterprise Architecture within the organisational structure. Scope and purpose are 
15
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issues that need addressing from the very beginnings of Enterprise Architecture 
development. 
Communication and common language 
[YLIM] states the need for effective communication. This is corroborated by the other 
sources [NIKF] has researched.  
“Effective communication is essential in sharing knowledge, achieving a common 
understanding, agreement and a shared view of the EA scope, vision, and objectives, 
as well as of the developed models and other artifacts. Furthermore, communication 
is an important means of gaining commitment to the EA effort.”
 16
 
 
A shared, common, well-defined vocabulary is crucial. [HJOK] stresses the need for 
interaction with external partners.  
Business-driven approach 
A business-driven approach links Enterprise Architecture activities to the business strategy. 
In this case, business strategy and the business requirements are taken into account in 
architectural planning [YLIM]. Surprisingly, no other source in [NIKF] is this emphatic about 
this business-driven approach. 
 
The weight of a business-driven approach is dependent of the Enterprise Architecture class 
elected. In other words, the strategic character of the Enterprise Architecture class chosen 
determines the need for a business-driven approach. 
Commitment 
As [HJOK] states: 
“New EA programs must ensure management backing and focus on business process 
management and change management in their own specific context.”
17
 
 
Commitment is also required on a long-term basis. [YLIM] stresses the risks of quarter-based 
economy, which impedes long-term thinking. Enterprise Architecture is no short-term 
endeavour and long-term management commitment is required. Commitment is a 
management responsibility. But commitment is also an activity. As [YLIM] also emphasizes, 
commitment must be expressed widely and commitment requires continuous involvement. 
 
Development methodology and tool support 
In order to be able to develop and maintain the Enterprise Architecture method and mode 
are essential. A framework can be an option, as long as it fits business purpose. Method and 
mode are designed to support decision making.  
 
[AIES] stresses the importance of tool support as an aid to make Enterprise Architecture 
more accessible and to enhance communication. Please note that the tool is merely of 
peripheral worth, but proper support of the right tool can result in increased leverage. 
Enterprise Architecture models and artefacts 
16
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The models used should be clear, readable and comprehensible, in order to enhance 
communication and understanding. Enterprise Architecture activities become both 
understandable and, in a way, predictable. Most importantly, the Enterprise Architecture 
direction elected needs adequate and appropriate direction. Transition plans and 
architectural decision documents can support the course chosen and avoid deviation from 
target.   
Enterprise Architecture governance 
All sources researched in [NIKF] stress the importance of governance; governance being the 
decision making, resource allocation and prioritisation of activities. This also implies that 
change management and risk management are in place.  
“Central governance […] is important for aligning the different EA activities; however, 
governance only seems to work effectively if EA becomes more than a central service 
of the headquarter.”
18
 
 
Governance, in this sense, is a double-edged sword, both aligning Enterprise Architecture 
activities and centralising them. 
Project and programme management 
[HJOK] mentions the importance of developing programmes in order to enable horizontal 
and vertical linkages inside and outside the organisation.  
 
Even though, Enterprise Architecture is not to be considered a project, a project-based 
approach is recommended by [YLIM]. This gives room to identification of clear milestones, 
regular evaluation and insight into realistic budgets and schedules.  
Assessment and evaluation 
Enterprise Architecture actions take years to show effect. In order to be able to demonstrate 
Enterprise Architecture results, regular Enterprise Architecture assessment against 
Enterprise Architecture goals set is necessary. 
 
Assessment and evaluation are elements also only recognised by [YLIM]. Assessment and 
evaluation are automatic when a project-based approach is used; evaluations are regular 
and continuous. 
IT investment and acquisition strategies 
According to [YLIM] IT investments follow Enterprise Architecture decisions and not the 
other way around. This is an interesting observation. It is therefore crucial to realise that IT 
investments are not automatic. This can also be seen in [SLOT] when he points to the 
tendency to invest generously in IT, without being able to demonstrate that these spendings 
provide proportionate advantages. 
Skilled team, training and education 
[AIES] mentions the importance of increasing the architecture skills of both architects and 
non-architects. This approach implies a shared responsibility where the Enterprise 
Architecture is concerned. Enterprise Architecture is supposed to be a valuable and powerful 
tool; using this tool properly demands investing in tool training. 
18
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Consequence is that management adapts an active role in building Enterprise Architecture 
competencies. [YLIM] refers to the relevance of the establishment of the Enterprise 
Architecture team, thus pointing to management commitment on the one hand and 
steadfast persistence on the other, sharpening the saw constantly to enhance growth. 
 
Organisational culture 
[YLIM] stresses the readiness to develop and utilise the Enterprise Architecture. Enterprise 
Architecture issues cannot be restricted within departments; they need being looked at a 
broad perspective.  
 
According to [AIES]:  
“[in] companies with higher (more explicit) alignment and either an EA aware culture 
or some technical affinity in the overall staff, EA awareness seems to be higher.” 
 
Besides, one involved in Enterprise Architecture in a organisation, according to [HJOK], 
needs the ability to  
“understand their political context. This is easier said than done, but the benefits of 
understanding the politics and business of government seem to be great. The EA 
programs studied here that were adopted with most success understood the 
business of government and the politics in their own organizations, and they used 
this knowledge to produce great EA programs.”
19
 
 
Earlier, it has been said the culture may be a risk. It can also be a major force that can be 
used for leverage.  
On Enterprise Architecture Assessment 
Enterprise Architecture Assessment has been mentioned before as a CSF. Setting Enterprise 
Architecture goals is of no value if one cannot be sure whether these goals are in any way 
reached. According to [BURK] Enterprise Architecture must be able to show results in order 
to maintain the necessary broad support.  
 
[BUCK] also conveys the urgency of measurable deliverables. What do we want to do, when 
do we want it done and how do we know that it is done? Most of all, Enterprise Architecture 
practice must concentrate on value to business prior to defining process. [BUCK] suggests an 
iterative approach to Enterprise Architecture implementation.  
 
[EDWA] also puts forward a suggestion for making Enterprise Architecture an iterative 
practice. As does [BERG]. Continuous evaluation is mandatory in ‘agile’ methodologies. 
Enterprise Architecture must deliver “just enough just in time” in order to be able to achieve 
aptness to change and to take appropriate actions in a changing environment.  
 
This agile characteristic is visible in some Enterprise Architecture frameworks. DYA ([WACG], 
[BERG]) preaches the ‘agile’ mantra of “just-in-time, just-enough”. TOGAF20 can also best be 
19
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used iteratively; TOGAF starts with the ‘Preliminary Phase’. In this phase the organisation is 
prepared for TOGAF architecture programmes. TOGAF’s preliminary phase can be used as 
‘start-up’. In this phase stakeholders are identified and high level business goals are 
documented.  An iterative approach may help discover appropriate measurable artefacts 
that enable the Enterprise Architecture progress and steer away from misapprehensions 
that sooner lead the organisation into inertia than dynamism. 
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Conclusion Conceptual Research 
The principal question in the research performed is: 
How can, for Dutch government organisations, chances of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up? 
In order to answer the principal research question the following practical question model 
has been used: 
 
 
Figure 6 Question Model 
 
The question model displays the four basic research questions:  
• Goals: Why do organisations choose to set in motion an Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programme? What are its Enterprise Architecture objectives? 
• Risk: What risks do they run? 
• Success: How can they mitigate these risks? 
• Assessment: How do they assess Enterprise Architecture results; do they at all? 
 
From results from the question model this chapter is split in two: 
1. General findings from literature; 
2. The construction of an implementation  model. 
 
Regarding the motivations behind Enterprise Architecture endeavours many sources ([ROSJ], 
[LAND], [ROD2]) use similar arguments. Enterprise Architecture often aims at optimisation, 
cost reduction, efficiency improvement, sometimes out of necessity as to prevent financial 
loss or bankruptcy; sometimes as an opportunity to reduce IT costs and improve business-IT 
alignment. 
 
There is one important observation to be made here. Enterprise Architecture motivations 
are not universal. One Enterprise Architecture risk identified is the definition of Enterprise 
Architecture used and consensus thereof. Enterprise Architecture goals vary, depending 
from the Enterprise Architecture direction chosen. Lack of consensus on the ‘true’ definition 
of Enterprise Architecture hinders the Enterprise Architecture effort, since it clouds the 
Enterprise Architecture purpose. This is a major Enterprise Architecture risk; moreover, lack 
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of consensus on the meaning of Enterprise Architecture bedevils setting Enterprise 
Architecture goals. This definition discussion has been dealt with in [LAPA] and [SCHO].  
 
Literature offers a large number of Enterprise Architecture risks. Next to ‘Definition and 
consensus’ problems these risks are: 
• Demonstrable value; 
• Ignorance; 
• Ivory tower; 
• Leadership; 
• No link to business; 
• Resistance to change; 
• Short-term vision; 
• Silo's and fragmentation; 
• Technocracy. 
A more elaborate list of the risks can be found in the appendices. 
 
As a handle on Enterprise Architecture risks a list of critical success factors (CSF) is available 
([NIKF]).  These CSF’s are no ‘silver bullets’, but they may help prevent these risks becoming 
actual problems and risks toward Enterprise Architecture failure. These CSF’s are: 
• Scoping and purpose; 
• Communication and common language; 
• Business-driven approach; 
• Commitment; 
• Development methodology and tool support; 
• Enterprise Architecture models and artefacts; 
• Enterprise Architecture governance; 
• Project and programme management; 
• Assessment and evaluation; 
• IT investment and acquisition strategies; 
• Skilled team, training and education. 
 
With risks and CSF’s identified and appropriate processes established and in use, Enterprise 
Architecture goals become more easily attainable. It is then important that goal assessment 
practices are established. Literature ([BUCK], [EDWA]) proposes an iterative mechanism. This 
mechanism is also present in Enterprise Architecture frameworks like TOGAF and DYA. 
 
From the general findings given above, the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
(Figure 1 Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model) is created. The Implementation 
Model is shown below. In the model ‘start-up’ is the top half. The bottom half depicts the 
‘daily practice’ that is Enterprise Architecture. ‘Start-up’ is about process approach and 
concept and about motivation and direction; the question of why. It is also about the 
question of Enterprise Architecture as a process, about establishing the mechanisms that 
guide the Enterprise Architecture practices. In this sense the term ‘start-up’ is misleading, 
since the process is continuous; in order to stay close to the research question the term 
‘start-up’ is maintained. 
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‘Daily practice’ is about exertion and application and about fulfilment and operation; the 
question of what and how. ‘Daily practice’ leads to concrete Enterprise Architecture 
artefacts; artefacts in the broadest sense, including documents, but also work process, 
procedure, tools, principles et cetera.  
 
 
Figure 7 Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
 
On the left side, in ‘start-up’ the ‘Enterprise Architecture goals’ are given. These goals define 
the Enterprise Architecture direction the organisation has envisioned. The ‘architecture 
goals’ should be based on the Enterprise Architecture mission; it therefore requires analysis. 
Distinguishing the Enterprise Architecture goals is a proactive and dynamic process. The 
Enterprise Architecture goals evolve with the evolution of the organisation as the 
organisation adapts to the environment. Enterprise Architecture goals are organisation 
specific.  
 
On the right side in ‘start-up’ implementation failure risks are given. These are legion and 
diverse. Like Enterprise Architecture goals, failure risks are typical and idiosyncratic to the 
organisation concerned. When an organisation changes course, new risks surface. Enterprise 
Architecture requires a proactive and dynamic risk management process.  
 
Enterprise Architecture is a process. The interaction between goals and attainment of risks is 
constant and continuous. Analysis of organisational Enterprise Architecture ‘Enterprise 
Architecture goals’ in relation to ´Enterprise Architecture risks´ helps elicit critical success 
factors. It is important to note that the Enterprise Architecture perspective chosen 
determines goals, risks and CSF’s. Three types of Enterprise Architecture were distinguished: 
EITA, ITBA and EEA. Goals, risks and CSF’s are different for EITA, for ITBA and for EEA. 
Enterprise Architecture goals, risks and critical success factors are therefore both dynamic as 
organisation specific. 
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The arrows represent mechanisms of repeated assessment of course, process and product. 
These are the mechanisms needed to keep the Enterprise Architecture effort dynamic. The 
model shows an iterative mechanism within ‘start-up’, but also between ‘start-up’ and ‘daily 
practice’. These iterative mechanisms are implicit assessment mechanisms. Enterprise 
Architecture goals, risks and critical success factors are dynamic. The smaller cyclic arrows 
depict assessment of Enterprise Architecture as a process, concerned with the evolution of 
the organisation. The larger cycle, seen in the connection between Start-up and Daily 
Practice, displays the impact of organisational change on daily practice. 
 
An apt and adequate start-up can be a prerequisite for a successful Enterprise Architecture. 
This is not automatic and deep-seated in the model proposed; this requires work. The 
iterative character of the model, however, diminishes chances of failure, since continuous 
assessment of goal attainment in relation to failure risk and CSF helps maintain focus on 
corporate objectives. It is up to the organisation to determine whether the CSF is 
implemented appropriately. 
 
This concludes the conceptual research stage. In the following chapter, ‘Empirical Research: 
Validating The Implementation Model’,  the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
is assessed, an assessment based on the following questions:  
1. In what way does this model reflect empirical reality? 
2. What are the model’s specific context parameters?  
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Empirical Research: Validating The Implementation Model 
Architecture is one of the most urgent needs of man, for the house has always been 
the indispensible and first tool that he has forged for himself.
21
 
Introduction 
Sources ([BERN], [ROSJ], [RAAD]) consider Enterprise Architecture a means to harness 
complexity, align strategy, business and IT and adapt more easily to a changing environment. 
Research ([JAMG]), however, also demonstrates that many Enterprise Architecture ventures 
fail. 
 
This chapter is divided into three sections: 
1. Empirical Research Approach, with a subdivision into the strategy, the cases and 
sources used; 
2. Empirical Research Results; 
3. Result credibility and Validation, including preparatory measures and data analysis; 
4. Conclusion. 
Empirical Research Approach 
Strategy 
The empirical research has been conducted through a multiple case study at four Dutch 
Government Organisations (DGO), all residing under the Dutch Ministry of Security and 
Justice. Purpose of this case-study is to validate the Enterprise Architecture Implementation 
Model (Figure 1 Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model) given earlier. The 
organisations researched have all, in some way, declared Enterprise Architecture 
programme aspirations.  
 
According to [SAUN] a multiple case-study is perfectly applicable in exploratory research and 
adds to this the importance of triangulation, or the “use of two or more independent 
sources of data or data collection methods to corroborate research findings within a study”
22
 
 
Empirical research has been performed via interviews. Next to the interviews, documents 
were received and analysed. 
 
In the appendices overviews are given of the interview results. In Appendix B: Interview 
Structure three subsections are provided with a subdivision of answers per DGO: 
• Enterprise Architecture Motivations; 
• Enterprise Architecture Risks; 
• Enterprise Architecture CSF’s. 
 
All interviewed parties are anonymised in this paper, in order to enhance openness at the 
DGO’s. They are hereafter referred to as DGO-A,  DGO-B, DGO-C and DGO-D. ‘DGO’ stand for 
Dutch Government Organisation.  
21
 [CORB], p.13 
22
 [SAUN], p. 154. 
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The Implementation Model has not been presented to the interviewees. It has not been an 
active element in the empirical stage, in that sense. This has been a deliberate decision, 
based on the assumption that the interviews would run the risk of an unwanted shift of 
attention toward the model and not toward the DGO’s Enterprise Architecture approach and 
activities. 
Cases 
The Dutch Government Organisations DGO’s (Dutch Government Organisations) researched 
all reside under the Ministry of Security and Justice. These have been chosen for the 
following reasons. Firstly, the most obvious: they are Dutch and they are organisations in the 
public sector.  
 
Next to this they, have all expressed Enterprise Architecture ambitions. In order to relate to 
the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model this is an important element. This not 
only paves the way toward validation of the model, it may also give an insight into the 
Enterprise Architecture perspective used per DGO and variance of the Enterprise 
Architecture approach used.  
 
Thirdly, all DGO’s reside under the same ministry, the Dutch Ministry of Security and Justice. 
This element offers the possibility of investigating subsidiarity between the dominant 
ministry on the one hand and the subordinate DGO’s on the other hand, but also the 
relations between the DGO’s independently. 
Sources 
The primary source of the empirical research is the interviews. These interviews were semi-
structured, but based on the questions concerning the organisation’s theoretical approach 
toward Enterprise Architecture and its practical implementation risks (the interview 
questions used can be found in the appendices: Appendix B: Interview Structure). In Table 4 
Interviewed parties a brief overview of the interviewees is given. 
 
DGO Role Brief Description 
DGO-A ICT-architect (IT architect) The interviewee has, as he states, a solid IT-
background. Active in DGO-A’s Enterprise 
Architecture endeavours since the beginning in 
2007. 
DGO-B Bedrijfsarchitect (Enterprise Architect) The interviewee has more than 10 years 
experience in architecture, is a former Head of 
the CIO Office and has directed a number of 
architecture progammes. 
DGO-C Programme Manager The programme manager mentions DGO-C’s 
revision of the strategic goals. He is a change 
manager, rather than an IT specialist. 
DGO-D Beleidsadviseur (Policy Advisor) The interviewee has experience with IM, but also 
architecture, but does not consider himself an 
architect. 
Table 4 Interviewed parties 
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Next to the aforementioned primary source, document information was received from the 
DGO’s. The information from the interviewed was compared to the written material. These 
documents were used to complement the interview results. 
 
Nature of the research method and available research time restricted the types of sources to 
two. The analysis method used can best be described as qualitative analysis. This qualitative 
analysis has been done inductively; this inductive approach can also be inferred from the 
semi-structured manner of interviewing. The interviews were recorded digitally. Interview 
summaries were documented and sent to the interviewees for verification. Qualitative 
analysis, according to [SAUN] can be time-consuming and not lead to generalisable or easily 
validationable output. 
Empirical Research Results 
In this chapter per DGO a separate section is given. Sections concentrate on the 
aforementioned questions and on:  
• Interview results; 
• Document analysis results; 
• Relation to the other DGO’s and ministerial developments 
The final section forms an overall conclusion of the empirical research.  
Dutch Government Organisation – A 
DGO-A operates nation-wide and is divided into ten regional divisions. It is the third largest 
organisation of the four researched. The interview held was with a man who describes 
himself as an ‘ICT-architect’ (i.e. IT architect). DGO-A’s Enterprise Architecture document 
(published January 2008) is has also been reviewed. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The interviewee at DGO-A describes Enterprise Architecture as the intersection between 
business alignment and Information Management (IM). Enterprise Architecture is a means 
toward renewal and innovation, aimed at interlinking business and IT. The eventual target is 
an effective and transparent organisation, efficient use of IT and optimised partner 
alignment. 
 
DGO-A compares Enterprise Architecture to zoning or development plans; the term is used 
as a metaphor. In the zoning metaphor ‘region’ is covered by the Enterprise Architecture. 
The ‘borough’ or ‘urban area’ is covered by the domain architecture. ‘Residences’ follow the 
project architectures.  
 
The documentation mentions the need for centralisation, uniformity and standardisation. 
The local culture is one of valued and dedicated knowledge workers, but also one that 
enables private kingdoms and isolationism. These elements clash. The organisational 
structure, due to fragmentation, is considered sub-optimal and unfit to accommodate the 
organisational strategy.  
 
Crucial information, needed to execute business, is missing. The organisation suffers from a 
lack of ownership and governance on IM/IS; information models do not suffice. Business 
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information is not uniform, nor is it organisationally-wide consistent, resulting in limited and 
deficient information. The information exchange with external parties is difficult and of poor 
quality. Where IT is concerned, the costs are high and the turnaround times are long.  
 
As to the moment where DGO-A’s first conscious steps toward architecture can be 
discerned, the year is 2007. In this year the Architecture Bureau has been installed. 
Foremost argument in favour of Enterprise Architecture is the need to connect to external 
developments, both socially and technically, and the need to meet the overarching demands 
from the ministry regarding Information Management. 
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
DGO-A published its Enterprise Architecture Activities document in 2008 with the intention 
to implement Enterprise Architecture with domain architectures and, on a project level, 
project architectures, also known as Project Start Architectures (PSA).  
 
The first attempt in 2008 never really took off. A second attempt, in 2011, to re-evaluate and 
restart the Enterprise Architecture attempt suffered the same fate. Results have been 
accomplished, but are mostly limited to IT. Here, DGO-A published its reference architecture, 
targeted at giving shape and direction to IT.  
 
Within DGO-A Enterprise Architecture has been positioned poorly. Although initially placed 
in the organisation’s strategic corner, Enterprise Architecture quickly moved toward the 
operational divisions. From this position leverage needed to advocate and implement high-
lever architectural decisions is missing. Projects, driven by time and money, often saw no 
need to cooperate and pressure to participate was lacking. 
 
The initial management back-up to Enterprise Architecture faded and priorities changed, 
partly due to lack of demonstrable value. New management also valued Enterprise 
Architecture less important or tried to connect to initiatives shown by the ministry or even 
nation-wide, like ‘Compacte Rijksoverheid’ (Compact Government) and reference 
architectures like NORA and MARIJ, of which the latter two were only marginally applied.  
 
Finances were getting slim and Enterprise Architecture resources were lacking and with that 
also the clout to adequately press through. Defining domain architectures was unattainable, 
exacerbated by the distractions from operational demands, with which the Enterprise 
Architect’s became increasingly inundated. 
 
The concept that is Enterprise Architecture suffered and still suffers from inflation. A shared 
understanding is absent, including consensus on the profession. Management does not seek 
information from the architects, nor do the architects take initiative to offer their services 
adequately, also mostly because they need their time to be able to respond to operational 
problems. Theory and daily practice of Enterprise Architecture appeared to not connect.  
Enterprise Architecture Critical Success factors (CSF) 
DGO-A developed a reference architecture based on the IAF-framework developed by Cap 
Gemini. This reference architecture has been the basis for the execution of a number of 
projects. This mechanism displays the line from the relatively abstract toward project 
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practice. DGO-A recognises this as an example of how things should work, of how 
architecture and practice should connect. 
 
DGO-A emphasises the necessity of consensus and the need to speak one single architecture 
language. Roles and goals are clear and known to all; what can be expected from Enterprise 
Architecture and what is required by Enterprise Architecture to be successful is shared. 
Enterprise Architecture must be properly positioned within the organisation. 
 
An architecture agenda was never written down. Questions like “what do we expect from 
Enterprise Architecture?” were never asked. An architecture agenda can support the 
reconstruction of the architecture. An agenda can help set milestones and expected results. 
Without milestones and demonstrable results proving one’s existence is difficult. 
 
Lastly, DGO-A mentions the advantages of shared interests, combined with the benefits of 
collaborating with other within the ministerial network, like Compact Government, but also 
NORA and MARIJ.  
Enterprise Architecture Assessment Mechanisms 
Enterprise Architecture assessment was not established. In 2007 concrete plans were not 
laid down. No concrete results were measured. A superficial roadmap was drawn, with 
management processes, operational processes and supporting processes. This roadmap 
functioned as the red line, but results were not assessed.  
Dutch Government Organisation – B 
DGO-B is the second largest organisation and is divided over more than 80 locations. The 
interviewee uses the title of ‘Bedrijfsarchitect’ (Enterprise Architect). Apart from to the 
interview, information was found in the organisation’s ‘Bestemmingsplan IS‘ (Development 
Plan Information Service), version 2012. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The ‘Bestemmingsplan IS’ received, shows the following goals: 
• Getting a grip on the organisation and the required information from various 
perspectives; 
• Provide insight into the cooperation between internal and external parties and the 
cooperation levels in relation to information management; 
• Creating a coherent overview of the various primary areas of responsibility of DGO-B; 
• Determination of the direction of application landscape renewal as the foundation 
for the renovation projects of future years. 
Important to note that the terms ‘Enterprise Architecture’ and ‘Architecture’ are avoided in 
the document provided. The interviewee at DGO-B admits that this has been a conscious 
decision in order not to cloud communication. DGO-B uses words like ‘development plan’ 
and ‘the importance of dealing with organisational bottlenecks’ in order to better connect to 
management. 
 
Architecture, according to the interviewee, assists in creating coherence in IM/IS; it supports 
the decision process when faced with tough and deep-rooted questions; architecture can 
help prevent future bottlenecks. The Enterprise Architect ought to be able to recognises 
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changes and trends in the close periphery of the organisation and has the ability to analyse 
these changes and trends and translate them into possible consequences to that same 
organisation. 
 
At DGO-B the Enterprise Architecture has its origins in the obsolescence of the infrastructure 
and the application landscape. Underneath, this technical layer proved unable to support IM 
inadequately.  In 2011 DGO-B took the decision to completely renew its application 
portfolio. 
 
Enterprise Architecture, at DGO-B, is strongly based on the need for information; a need that 
changes shape often and radically, thus forcing the organisation to invest into IM. Based on 
functional areas the ‘Information House’ has been designed. This ‘Information House’ is used 
to disentangle functional areas; this functional breakdown of the organisation facilitates 
disentanglement of information. 
 
The architecture state of mind first started around 2003. The interviewee at DGO-B managed 
to convince management that bottlenecks and obstacles, fragmentation and functional 
overlap cannot be erased without a programme, without architecture. 
 
In 2006 DGO-B still was a fragmented organisation. Local managers were relatively 
autonomous and acted accordingly. In 2009 the IT landscape had become obsolete. 
Although DGO-B started with a renewed information plan, it took until 2010, with new 
management, to get started. The installation of new management 2010 proved to be an 
important year. In 2012 the programme started to renew the Information Management.  
 
The programme consists of seven pillars: 
1. Building a professional IT organisation; 
2. Strengthening the IT expertise; 
3. Drafting a map of the future architecture; 
4. Integrating of the various computing centres into one; 
5. Replacing outdated servers; 
6. Replacing the network; 
7. Redesign of the software and application landscape. 
DGO-B has the intention to do all this in seven years. 
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
According to the interviewee, DGO-B does not really have a mission other than what results 
from its juridical raison d’être; therefore, it has no real strategy. In other words, day-to-day 
execution is strongly guided by its juridical framings, more than by goings-on now and in the 
near future. 
 
Fragmentation of the organisation proved a serious hurdle. It was partly to blame for the 
antiquated IT landscape. Regional management had the power to frustrate developments. 
Overall, management often does not see the opportunities an Enterprise Architecture can 
offer, sometimes simply because it is not aware, sometimes because it does not dare face 
the organisation with the consequences, sometimes because it has other priorities and 
sometimes out of fear of losing power.  
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Enterprise Architecture concerns the entire organisation, according to the DGO-B 
interviewee, or even a network of organisations. These organisations have a shared goal, 
shared activities, shared information needs, but at DGO-B this was not automatic. 
 
DGO-B initially had the intention to develop domain architectures and then dig deeper into 
project architectures. After eighteen months of drawing and designing DGO-B decided that 
time had come to stop drawing and start acting. 
 
Another risk discovered has to do with communication and language. Architects and 
managers often seem incapable of understanding one another; they speak different 
languages. Besides, the architect and management can appear to be working on different 
levels; the architect ‘likes to stare into the future’, but management needs solutions now. 
 
Finally, financial resources are limited. There is a policy that focuses strongly on budget cuts. 
Enterprise Architecture Critical Success factors (CSF) 
Architecture requires a sense of synergy. A culture built on cooperation is essential. The 
structure changes almost continuously and Enterprise Architecture can help discern patterns 
in developments. Without these patterns and this synergy, Enterprise Architecture hardly 
stands a chance. Communication is crucial. It is important that architects do not solely 
communicate from their expert opinion.  
 
DGO-B started discussions on a conjoint basis and started presenting results regularly. 
Projects started inside the aforementioned programme have a nine-month horizon. Too far a 
horizon clouds focus. A step-by-step modus is chosen, with the possibility to change course 
when needed.  
 
Do not over-focus on frameworks like TOGAF. Do not use these frameworks wrongly. The 
interviewee at DGO-B states emphatically that the architect should focus on the 
organisational issues and problems first. Management is not interested in the framework; 
the architect can use the framework, but he must not unnecessarily tire management with 
it. Do not force Enterprise Architecture maturity models onto the organisation when the 
organisation is not ready. A high maturity of Enterprise Architecture makes no sense in an 
immature organisation. Enterprise Architecture maturity and organisational maturity levels 
must match.  
 
DGO-B embraces cooperation with other partners within the ministry and adheres to the 
ministry’s solutions. The interviewee mentions NORA and MARIJ, ‘Enterprise Architectuur 
Rijksdienst’, ‘Compact Government’; these are all frameworks that direct and shape process. 
 
Use an iterative method. The architect must be able to adapt to changes induced by internal 
or external developments. 
Enterprise Architecture Assessment Mechanisms 
DGO-B has a nine-month horizon. They use Project Initiation Documents (PID) in a staged 
project environment. The PID is part of a decision moment and is related to priorities of 
other projects. Products are assessed every six weeks and the project is finished when 
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clients and other stakeholders concur that the desired level has been reached. All projects 
must fit within the seven aforementioned programme pillars.  
Dutch Government Organisation - C 
DGO-C is the smallest of the four. The interviewee visited calls himself a Programme 
Manager. The information provided in writing are a ‘Strategisch Ondernemingsplan’ 
(Strategic Business Plan) from 2013 and a number of appendices. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The documents provided give little information on how DGO-C approaches Enterprise 
Architecture. It is mentioned that the CIO is accountable for the Enterprise Architecture, but 
that is all.  
 
The interviewee at DGO-C considers Enterprise Architecture a combination of all relevant 
domains, including strategy, process models, data, applications and information 
management. From the options offered in the interview questions: 
1. What is the general Enterprise Architecture purpose (vision); which problems is 
Enterprise Architecture supposed to solve? 
a. Create organisational unity and bridge silos; 
b. Integrating technologies in order to increase IT efficiency and agility; 
c. Create a strategic advantage; 
d. Support the transition process; 
e. Provide a blueprint of the organisation; 
f. Reducing IT overlap; 
g. Other; 
The interviewee opts for ‘Create organisational unity and bridge silos’ over a strategic 
‘Provide a blueprint for the organisation’; strategic since this ‘blueprint’ enables 
communication. ‘Reducing of IT-overlap’ and ‘Integrating technologies’ in order to increase 
IT efficiency and agility’ are secondary and no goals by themselves. 
 
DGO-C consisted of eleven different units. Every unit had its staff and its IT department. IT 
has since then been reorganised and centralised, but every unit still has its own ‘IT club’. 
There is no synergy. Individual stakeholders still possess the power to influence priorities to 
their own advantage.  
 
DGO-C in 2012 decided to re-align its strategy. The IT environment was obsolete, consisting 
of monolithic systems built on outdated techniques. Economies of scale through IT 
uniformity were unattainable; the organisation was divided into silos and the costs of 
maintenance were high. The right personnel could not be found. Time-to-market was long. 
Delivery was low and costly. Cutting costs was of the highest priority. 
 
Communication between management and IT development and maintenance was 
ineffective. The IT department proved incapable of understanding the business; higher 
management proved incapable of understanding IT-management. Enterprise Architecture 
initiatives were technology-driven and bottom-up.  
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DGO-C is moving toward a structure where demand and supply meet in the middle; 
management is top-down and the IT-department is bottom-up. This way client demand 
meets the available supply expertise. With this mechanism demand has a better fit and 
supply is aware of its role and what the role requires. Purpose of Enterprise Architecture is 
to create an organisation that is future proof.  
Overall responsibility lies with management, from the overall strategy to all other related 
artefacts. Five strategic managers are responsible for IT, governance, process and related 
products. Together with the IT department, staff and executive departments these strategic 
managers are responsible for the outcomes of the projects. The CIO office is responsible for 
checks and balances; they monitor report and advise to central management and to the 
ministry.  
 
It is still early days for DGO-C. Focus, at the moment, seems to lie mostly on strategy and IT 
and not as much on Enterprise Architecture yet. The interviewee’s ambition already seems 
one step beyond. 
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
Enterprise Architecture carries the risk that its solutions are primarily IT focused. 
Consequence can be a vicious circle where Enterprise Architecture will forever reside within 
IT-related departments. The chasm between the IT department and higher management is 
big, exacerbated by poor communication. Enterprise Architecture remains a bottom-up 
movement and therefore technocratic. 
 
Political priorities can also become a risk. Continuity always comes before innovation. 
Realism should prevail over idealism; in other words, high ambitions and blindness toward 
needs and developments estrange the Enterprise Architecture efforts from day-to-day 
business; Enterprise Architecture efforts must always fit the organisation’s needs. In this 
context, money is always an issue. 
 
New management can upset the Enterprise Architecture activities. The interviewee 
expresses the hope that the direction the organisation has chosen is independent of who is 
in power. This risk ought to be slim, especially since Enterprise Architecture can help reduce 
this possible inadvertent entropy.  
 
Culture can get in the way when trying to change strategy and the way people work. Culture 
is not a bad thing, but may impede change. Combined with isolated, private kingdoms, 
changing the way the organisation operates becomes even more difficult. 
 
Government organisations are formal organisations. A risk, according to the interviewee, is 
the intractability to extensively write procedures and work instructions, thereby losing sight 
of practicality. 
Enterprise Architecture Critical Success factors (CSF) 
Awareness is important. Management has come to the conclusion that they cannot let 
Enterprise Architecture linger in the IT department. Solutions can be found outside the IT 
department. In order to be able to adapt quickly to developments –political influence, law 
changes– one needs to use the entire infrastructure. 
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Implement a system of checks and balances in order to repress acting on hypes. Leave room 
for counterforce in order to prevent blindness. These elements may decelerate progress, but 
consider transparency an asset; contrary opinions are expressed by people with experience 
and concern for the organisation’s well-being. 
 
In order to make Enterprise Architecture work you need to look ahead and create a multi-
annual programme. Prevent ambiguity in communication. DGO-C thinned out the 
discrepancies in the term ‘architect’.  
 
DGO-C tries, with its Enterprise Architecture, to connect ‘demand’ to ‘supply’. In other 
words, ‘demand’ originates in projects and customer requests; ‘supply’ is based on what is 
‘available’: applications, resources, expertise. This is where top-down meets bottom-up. This 
process needs translating and communicating, but is the next step toward professionalism. 
 
DGO-C develops frameworks with other parties in the Ministry of Security and Justice, in 
order to enhance efficiency. DGO-C uses Dutch government standards like NORA and MARIJ, 
but considers these too generic. The ministry offers extensive guidelines,  for instance on 
security. It has published an ‘I-plan’; part of this plan is the installation of a network of CIO’s. 
DGO-C has to, but also wants to, participate in these developments. 
Enterprise Architecture Assessment Mechanisms 
DGO-C has set a four year course. In this period assessment is done in brief cycles. 
Responsibility lies with the direction and the five strategic managers. The interviewee uses 
the submarine metaphor; the submarine disappears beneath the surface and only resurfaces 
after a period of eighteen months, if it does at all. This is unwanted behaviour. Every six to 
eight weeks products are assessed, together with management. 
Dutch Government Organisation - D 
DGO-D is the largest of the four. The interviewee carries the title of ‘Beleidsadviseur’ (Policy 
Advisor). Additional information is mainly provided via a ‘Bestemmingsplan 
Informatievoorziening‘ (Development Plan Information Service), dated January 2014. The 
development plan forms the basis for the Enterprise Architecture. Another important 
document is an earlier attempt at Enterprise Architecture, dated October 2010. 
DGO-D is currently in the middle of a big reorganisation. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The interviewee considers Enterprise Architecture a trade and a change process. When you 
consider Enterprise Architecture a product, you neglect the coherence element that is innate 
in Enterprise Architecture. Enterprise Architecture expresses itself not in artefacts, but in 
actions. What is set in motion aims at coherence in relation to the overall development plan. 
This is a paradigm shift, which might take years. 
 
DGO-D in 2010 presented its first draft of Enterprise Architecture. According to the 
interviewee at DGO-D this Enterprise Architecture effort was still based on the notion of 
Enterprise Architecture as a product. It has been shelved for the moment, but it will be re-
evaluated in the near future. In the document in question Enterprise Architecture helps find 
guidelines, principles and remedies against issues that concern IT investments, outsourcing, 
service oriented architecture and interconnected organisational components. 
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The basis for the Enterprise Architecture, for now, is IM/IS. First goal is to build a bridge from 
IM/IS to operations. Supporting processes are relatively stable at the moment and are more 
or less let be; these also deserve attention, because changes here may have repercussions 
on operations. Goal of the Enterprise Architecture is therefore to eventually solve coherence 
issues between IM/IS, operations and business (in other words management processes, 
operational processes and supporting processes). 
 
The impulse for Enterprise Architecture is mostly found in a lack of coherence between 
operations and IM/IS. DGO-D has defined ten spearheads for change. These spearheads 
cannot be materialised until strategic choices have been made. DGO-D is now mostly busy 
with raising awareness. This awareness must help prioritise. Raising awareness is tactical, 
rather than strategic.  
 
Raising awareness means communicating and burrowing into the organisation’s mechanisms 
in order to find a way to create coherence. The interviewee finds that Enterprise 
Architecture- thinking is slowly forming.  
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
DGO-D is in the middle of a big reorganisation. Consequence is that one needs to tread 
carefully. Consequence is also that Enterprise Architecture may not receive the attention 
that is required.  
 
Enterprise Architecture is not a product. There are still elements inside the organisation that 
preach the product mantra. These elements are strongest in the IT departments. The 2010 
Enterprise Architecture has been written from the product perspective. Over-focusing on 
artefacts is of secondary relevance and can cloud focus. 
 
According to the interviewee Enterprise Architecture is not a project. Projects are bound by 
time and budget. Enterprise Architecture is process and perennial. Avoid the term project; 
rather use the word ‘programme’.  
 
DGO-D recognises the risk of preoccupation with a certain domain. Designing the Enterprise 
Architecture from a limited perspective can disturb a delicate balance. The 2010 Enterprise 
Architecture had been designed from an IT perspective. The current activities have a strong 
IM/IS-focus. The Enterprise Architect and his preoccupation may also result in blind spots as 
to what is going on in other places in the organisation or the world outside. Moreover, 
everyone calls himself an Enterprise Architect. DGO-D is breaking this phenomenon down, 
but step by step. 
 
DGO-D is a political organisation and therefore susceptible to political turbulence. This 
should not harm the Enterprise Architecture effort, but it might. Government organisations 
tend to form over content and focus strongly on process.  
Enterprise Architecture Critical Success factors (CSF) 
A prescriptive approach will lead to resistance and circumvention. Bottom-up support is 
essential. On the other hand, top-down support from management is indispensable. 
Communicate to convince the urgency and necessity of Enterprise Architecture. 
R. Kamphuis Embarking On Enterprise Architecture, 0.99.B     49/86 
 

 
Take care that the capabilities and competencies needed are in place. Be able to zoom in 
and out to assess the resources quantitatively and qualitatively. One important competency 
is the ability to convey the message, to explain and to listen. Investing in this quality is 
crucial. 
 
DGO-D is aware that it functions within a larger chain. Alignment of activities is important. 
DGO-D has a seat in the ministry’s architecture forum and its CIO forum. This also is early 
days, but awareness is raised that agencies, implementing bodies and departments need 
formulate policies and agreements and follow these. The way the parties use NORA, deal 
with Compact Government, but also with shared information is seen as an opportunity. 
Enterprise Architecture Assessment Mechanisms 
DGO-D has chosen a period of ten years. Enterprise Architecture goals will be discovered on 
the road. In the near future materialisation of the spearheads has highest priority. In this 
constellation, with a reorganisation on the way, this is difficult; getting results is not easy, 
but not getting promised results is lethal. To aim for hard results in the next two years and 
stating these goals explicitly is bold and dangerous.  
 
DGO-D has only just left the starting block. An iterative approach is favoured, but what the 
next iteration will include is yet unclear. At the moment DGO-D is developing a growth 
model starting from IM/IS. 
Result Credibility and Validation 
The interviews were semi-structured. A list of themes and questions has been covered. Since 
research has been exploratory, [SAUN] considers this valid, but mentions possible issues of: 
• Reliability; 
• Forms of bias; 
• Validity and generalisability.
23
 
 
The issue of reliability is linked to the approach’s complexity and dynamics, but also rules out 
the possibility of reproduction of similar research results. This issue has been covered by the 
fact that the research data are preserved digitally. Generalisability according to [SAUN] is an 
acknowledged effect of a case-study strategy with semi-structured interviews. 
 
As to bias, this has been prevented by letting the question model and the interviewees 
‘speak for themselves’. Distraction was prevented by fixation of the topics. This way the 
interviews were only led by the interviewer, when focus on topic and specific organisation 
shifted.  
 
Regarding validity, no ‘real’ Enterprise Architects (but one) were interviewed. This is a 
different perspective on what [ZAC2] calls the pollution of the term ‘architect’, except that 
here no ‘real’ Enterprise Architects engage in Enterprise Architecture. This makes it difficult 
to make any kind of statement about the quality of the interviewees’ information.  
 
23
 [SAUN], p. 326 
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Finally, the types of sources were restricted to two: interviews and document analysis. Four 
parties were interviewed. This approach can result in large amounts of diverse data. In order 
to be able to draw conclusions from these large amounts of data categorisation (grouping) 
has been performed. Categories were derived from the theoretical framework.  
Conclusion Empirical Research 
In this section the information from the interviews is accumulated and sorted. The outline of 
the paragraphs used earlier is maintained: 
• Enterprise Architecture motivations (purpose and problem solution); 
• Enterprise Architecture risks (non-fulfilment and risk); 
• Enterprise Architecture critical success factors (fulfilment); 
• Enterprise Architecture assessment mechanisms. 
 
In the separate sections, that construe this chapter, tables are given. These tables are 
aggregations of rough data that can be found in the appendices. For instance, the table in 
the next section that lists the motivations per DGO is the aggregation of the larger table 
found in Appendix B: Interview Structure: Enterprise Architecture Motivations. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The DGO’s were presented a shortlist of Enterprise Architecture motivations: 
a. Create organisational unity and bridge silos; 
b. Integrating technologies in order to increase IT efficiency and agility; 
c. Create a strategic advantage; 
d. Support the transition process; 
e. Provide a blueprint of the organisation; 
f. Reducing IT overlap; 
g. Other; 
 
Motivation DGO-A DGO-B DGO-C DGO-D 
Create organisational unity and bridge silos √ √ √ √ 
Strategy   √ √ 
Reducing IT overlap √ √ √  
Table 5 Enterprise Architecture Motivations (empirical research) 
 
All four DGO’s express the power of Enterprise Architecture to help create organisational 
coherence. This desire to increase organisational coherence is in general induced by 
fragmentation of the organisation, poor efficiency, lack of standardisation and uniformity.  
Enterprise Architecture can assist in creating organisational unity and bridge silos. In this 
context the DGO’s mention a lack of synergy. Lack of synergy hinders change, resulting in 
inertia. The ability to adapt to developments is indispensable in order to react appropriately. 
Change requires a paradigm shift. Enterprise Architecture can enhance communication and 
awareness. Purpose of Enterprise Architecture is to create an organisation that is future 
proof. 
 
Enterprise Architecture can be used as a strategic tool. It helps the organisation work out 
possible development scenario’s mapped on organisational components. Enterprise 
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Architecture can also help strategic goals; these goals influence the organisational direction, 
its structure and its processes. 
 
Three out of four DGO’s Enterprise Architectures are initially IT based. For DGO-C this is 
considered a temporary stance, due to the organisation’s current status of IT. All DGO’s 
focus strongly on IM/IS. IM/IS is regarded crucial in decision making; IT enables IM/IS. It 
appears that critical information is often missing. The lack of critical information harms 
progress. Plus, IT costs are high and  IT is obsolete. Turnover time of IT is long; delivery is 
slow and costly. Cutting costs is of the highest priority. Enterprise Architecture is expected to 
streamline IT activities. Enterprise Architecture is supposed to help cut costs and ameliorate 
financial scarcity. DGO-D is not primarily focused on IT, but are also still very much in search 
of how Enterprise Architecture can help the organisation,    
 
Finally, Enterprise Architecture can trigger cooperation between ministerial sub-parties. The 
Ministry of Security and Justice stimulates cooperation between its departments, 
implementing bodies and agencies. This way Enterprise Architecture can create 
organisational coherence between individual organisations, but also in chains of 
organisations. This is not immediately expressed as an Enterprise Architecture motivation, 
but all DGO’s express the benefits of this cooperation. 
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
The conceptual research has produced ten risk factors. The risk factors found during the 
empirical research have been mapped to these conceptual risk factors. A complete overview 
of these DGO risk factors can be found in the appendices. 
 
The interviews give the following result: 
Risk DGO-A DGO-B DGO-C DGO-D 
Culture   √ √ 
Definition and consensus √  √  
Demonstrable value √   √ 
Ignorance √ √ √ √ 
Ivory tower    √ 
Leadership √ √ √ √ 
No link to business     
Resistance to change  √ √  
Short-term vision √ √ √ √ 
Silo's and fragmentation  √ √ √ 
Technocracy  √ √ √ 
Table 6 Risk Factors (empirical research) 
 
In relation to the conceptual research the element ‘Culture’ is new. DGO-C and DGO-D 
identified the desire of government organisations to extensively design and describe process 
and procedure. The inclination to put process and procedure over result leads to impractical 
artefacts. 
 
Process gratification as a means to show result is a false prophet. A regime that is strongly 
top-down results in mere process gratification and circumvention. As the DGO-D interviewee 
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explained: “You want to prevent that people start jumping hoops. People play-act by using 
templates and guidelines but they just go about doing their own thing.” 
 
‘No link to business’ was not mentioned. This is not really a surprise.  [POUT] identified this 
risk as having no link between Enterprise Architecture and strategy in public sector 
organisations, but in the organisations researched this is not recognised.   
Enterprise Architecture Critical Success factors (CSF) 
From the conceptual research a list of CSF´s has been taken. These CSF´s, like the risk factors 
in the paragraph above, have been mapped to these conceptual CSF´s. A complete overview 
of these DGO CSF´s can also be found in the appendices. The list of CFS’s is based on [NIKF].  
 
The following CSF’s were distinguished: 
Critical Success factor DGO-A DGO-B DGO-C DGO-D 
Assessment and evaluation  √ √ √ 
Business-driven approach     
Commitment √  √ √ 
Communication and common language √ √ √ √ 
Development Methodology and tool support √ √ √  
Enterprise Architecture models and artefacts     
Enterprise Architecture governance     
IT investment and acquisition strategies     
Organisational culture     
Project and programme management √ √ √ √ 
Scoping and Purpose √ √  √ 
Skilled team, training and education √   √ 
Table 7 CSF's (empirical research) 
 
Compared to [YLIM] the following are missing: 
• Business-driven approach;  
This is expected, since ‘No link to business’ was not identified as a risk. It seems that 
business and strategy are not or not yet of relevance for the DGO’s; 
• Enterprise Architecture models and artefacts; 
This is not expected, regarding the ‘Culture’ aspect seen in the risk-list. It is however 
explicable, since this may be automatic and inherent in public organisations, given its 
drive to extensively design and describe. 
• Enterprise Architecture governance; 
DGO-A suffered from lack of management support and never came so far as to 
implement change or risk management. DGO-C and DGO-D and not there yet, but 
might get there. DGO-B has chosen a more project-based approach and governance 
may be implicit, as are change and risk management. 
• IT investment and acquisition strategies;  
Although these strategies are considered important, the DGO’s do not demonstrate 
this explicitly. DGO-A has outsourced infrastructure and application management. 
DGO-B has invested in a service-oriented architecture, but has difficulties finding the 
right plug-ins. DGO-C has consciously chosen not to stir too much in the existing 
structure, but will have to eventually. DGO-D is just not ready yet. 
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• Organisational culture; 
This matter also concerns the question of what do we mean when we talk about 
Enterprise Architecture. DGO-A took a highly ambitious course, but missed out 
mostly on commitment and the disinclination of management to adequately support 
the effort. DGO-B’s course is of a different ambition level, but targeted on change. In 
this case, the organisational culture is there, but possibly not organisation-wide. 
DGO-C and DGO-D are working on it, but it is early days for them yet. Culture is also 
recognised as a risk, an observation also made by two DGO’s; in connection to CSF’s, 
culture is seen an asset, displayed in open communication, a positive attitude toward 
change and the acceptance of the architect as a mentor.  
 
It is important to add to these CSF´s the value of seeking alignment with Enterprise 
Architecture programmes in related organisations. All DGO’s mention NORA/MARIJ as a 
basis for Enterprise Architecture development and as a framework for Enterprise 
Architecture. The DGO’s also mention the Compact Government programme, the National 
Enterprise Architecture (‘Enterprise Architectuur Rijksoverheid’), and the communal 
cooperation they seek in national assemblies and committees. These frameworks and 
government programmes encourage and amplify the Enterprise Architecture efforts. 
Enterprise Architecture Assessment Mechanisms 
Goal assessment is easiest when the goals are clear, measurable and self-evident. The goals 
set by the DGO’s seem rather abstract, apart from DGO-B. DGO-C and DGO-D explicitly 
mention iterative methods and organisation structures used for assessment. In general, 
setting goals without determining whether or when these goals are attained is futile. It is like 
choosing a random train under the illusion that it will take you to Paris.  
 
DGO-A states that no assessment mechanisms were established. DGO-B uses a nine month 
horizon, and regularly evaluates with higher management; the Enterprise Architecture 
activities DGO-B describe strongly resemble IT projects rather than undeniable parts of an 
Enterprise Architecture programme. DGO-C and DGO-D have installed regular intervals with 
different stakeholders, but DGO-D has not set any clear Enterprise Architecture goals yet.  
 
As can be seen in the list of Enterprise Architecture risks lack of demonstrable Enterprise 
Architecture value can harm the Enterprise Architecture programme. The CSF’s demonstrate 
that management commitment and evaluation are crucial. It is important that the DGO’s 
demonstrate a continuous and iterative assessment methodology. Lack thereof can lead to 
lack of management support and failure of the Enterprise Architecture programme. 
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Conclusions 
The initial research question on which this document is built is: 
How can, for Dutch government organisations, risks of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up? 
Research has been performed in two stages. First stage was a literature review. Next to the 
literature study a multiple case-study has been conducted at four Dutch government 
organisations. Research was guided by the following four sub-questions: 
• Why do organisations choose to set in motion an Enterprise Architecture 
implementation programme? What are its Enterprise Architecture objectives? 
• What risks do they run during this programme? 
• How can they mitigate these risks?  
• How can they assess the Enterprise Architecture results? 
Conceptual Research 
In regard to the sub-questions given above the following has been found. 
Enterprise Architecture Objectives 
The literature review demonstrated that Enterprise Architecture goals are often 
optimisation, cost reduction, efficiency improvement, and business-IT alignment. These 
motivations are linked to the organisation’s long-term vision and short-term needs. 
 
One conclusion is that different perspectives exist on Enterprise Architecture. From 
literature ([LAPA] and [MALA]) three classes of Enterprise Architecture have been identified: 
• Enterprise IT Architecture (EITA):  aimed at integrating the enterprise’s IT; 
• IT Business Alignment (ITBA): alignment business and IT in order to be able to 
respond to exterior changes; 
• Ecological Enterprise Architecture (EEA): Enterprise Architecture as a means to 
achieve strategic and competitive advantage.  
 
The motivations also differ depending on the Enterprise Architecture definition used. In this 
research paper the distinctions between different definitions of Enterprise Architecture have 
been ignored. What matters here though, is the fact that within organisational context 
consensus must be found on what Enterprise Architecture implies. 
 
Earlier, it has been said that the supposed need for Enterprise Architecture displays an 
element of opinioned self-assertion. The need for Enterprise Architecture or its usefulness 
are not supposed or imagined; self-assertion is therefore unnecessary [SLOT]. Foremost 
conclusion here however is that it is important to distinguish concrete Enterprise 
Architecture goals, based on a shared definition and in correspondence to organisational 
goals. Without these Enterprise Architecture is an empty vessel. 
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Enterprise Architecture Risks and Risk Mitigation 
Literature offers a large number of Enterprise Architecture risks, such as poor leadership, 
lack of demonstrable value and short-term vision; literature also offers CSF’s that may help 
prevent risks becoming actual problems, like focus on communication, create commitment 
and establish an Enterprise Architecture goal assessment mechanism. The complete list of 
risk factors and CSF’s can be found in the appendices (Appendix A: Categorisation of 
Enterprise Architecture ). 
 
The principal conclusion here is that risk management is not automatic within Enterprise 
Architecture. A recommendation [JAN3] gives, is that Enterprise Architecture give explicit 
attention to risk management. 
Enterprise Architecture Goal Assessment 
To do as Alice
24
 does and travel without a destination, is inappropriate for any organisation. 
In addition, in order to ascertain whether one has reached one’s destination result 
assessment is inevitable. In other words, set goals must be accompanied by goal validation 
mechanism. 
 
From software development practice the mechanism of iterative assessment has been 
borrowed. [BUCK], [BERG] and other advocate the agile software development mantra of 
‘just enough, just in time’. This mechanism consist of three main sub-mechanisms: develop 
the Enterprise Architecture iteratively, incrementally and verify results on a regular basis. 
The Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
From the conceptual research the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model has been 
devised. The Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model displays a dichotomy between 
start-up and daily practice. Start-up is about laying the Enterprise Architecture foundation 
and process. Daily practice is about product and exploitation of the Enterprise Architecture. 
 
A change in the organisational environment may lead to a change of the organisational 
goals. When this happens a reprise of start-up is required. The arrows in the model signify 
the repetitive nature of fulfilling the Enterprise Architecture’s adaptations to new 
circumstances on two levels. The first level is restricted to the start-up stage; Enterprise 
Architecture goals are defined and goal-related risks are mitigated. The second level is 
ensuing and the consequence of changed Enterprise Architecture goals. The arrows also 
imply that the process is dynamic. These arrows are iterative mechanisms and implicit 
Enterprise Architecture goal assessments. 
 
24
 "Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to go from here?" 
"That depends a good deal on where you want to get to," said the Cat. 
"I don’t much care where--" said Alice. 
"Then it doesn’t matter which way you go," said the Cat. 
"--so long as I get SOMEWHERE," Alice added as an explanation. 
"Oh, you’re sure to do that," said the Cat, "if you only walk long enough." 
From: Lewis Carroll Alice's Adventures in Wonderland
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Figure 8 Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
 
The model represents that: 
1. Distinguishing the Enterprise Architecture goals is a proactive and dynamic process;  
2. Enterprise Architecture requires a proactive and dynamic risk management process; 
3. Enterprise Architecture goals, risks and critical success factors are dynamic. They 
need regular assessment; 
4. Enterprise Architecture is a process and the Enterprise Architecture products are the 
outcome of that process. 
Empirical Research 
The next stage was the empirical research. In this stage four Dutch government 
organisations were researched. First focus lay on the four sub-questions given earlier. The 
empirical stage was also concerned with assessment of the Enterprise Architecture 
Implementation Model, for which the following questions were asked:  
1. In what way does this model reflect empirical reality? 
2. What are the model’s specific context parameters?  
Sub Questions 
In this section the four research questions concerning the motivations, risks, CSF’s and 
assessment mechanisms are treated and related to the implementation model. 
Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The first question indirectly deals with the deliberation behind ‘start-up’. ‘Start-up’ sets off  
with the psychophysical realisation that the current architecture no longer suffices and 
something must be done. The obvious consequence of this epiphany is the first practical 
step in start-up: the notion of an inevitable change of direction and the identification of new 
(Enterprise Architecture) goals.  
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The Enterprise Architecture goals are implicit in the Enterprise Architecture type chosen, 
whether these are EITA, ITBA or EEA related. The goals are IT-related, strategic or business-
driven, focused on alignment, or at creating a strategic advantage.  
 
The aforementioned psychophysical realisation occurs when architecture disruption is felt. 
The current architecture ‘suddenly’ no longer suffices. An organisation, according to [LAND], 
is constantly challenged by the ever changing environment; without organisational 
evolution, guided by Enterprise Architecture, the organisation will perish.  
 
This psychophysical phenomenon is corroborated by the empirical research. All DGO’s 
suffered from a fragmented organisational structure. Three DGO’s suffered from obsolete 
and costly IT. The need for better information management was an issue at all DGO’s. This 
moment of realisation is the moment that the DGO’s embarked on Enterprise Architecture. 
 
The arguments that were used for Enterprise Architecture differ in nuance with each DGO. 
Two DGO’s (DGO-A and DGO-B) expressed EITA motivations and acted accordingly. DGO-C 
expressed a tendency toward ITBA, but have opted to focus on EITA for the moment; a 
choice induced by an outdated IT infrastructure and high IT maintenance costs. DGO-D have 
stated clearly that Enterprise Architecture concerns the entire organisation, but have as yet 
not defined a solid course. 
Enterprise Architecture Risks 
As to the second question Enterprise Architecture risks found in literature mostly cover the 
risks found in the DGO’s. A list of ten Enterprise Architecture risks is given: 
• Demonstrable value; 
• Ignorance; 
• Ivory tower; 
• Leadership; 
• No link to business; 
• Resistance to change; 
• Short-term vision; 
• Silo's and fragmentation; 
• Technocracy. 
 
The risk ‘No link to business’ is not explicitly recognised in the empirical research. The reason 
for this absence is not researched. A particular public sector risk distinguished by two DGO’s 
is the inclination of government organisations to extensively design and describe process 
and procedure. What is recognised, is described as ‘Culture’; three out of four DGO’s 
implicitly or explicitly mentioned the inclination to over-focus on process and 
documentation, thereby losing sight of practically applicable Enterprise Architecture 
instruments.  
 
There is an awareness of Enterprise Architecture risks at the DGO’s, but this awareness 
seems mainly the result of lessons learnt. The word ‘seems’ is chosen on purpose, since 
research focused on the risks encountered rather than measures taken to mitigate these 
risks or pro-active actions against risk occurrence. One would argue in favour of active risk 
management, both for public and private sector organisations.  
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Enterprise Architecture CSF’s 
Like risks, CSF’s regard organisations in the public as well as the private sector. Public sector 
organisations however appear susceptible to slightly other forces than public sector 
organisations. The element of ‘business’ is significantly different. Public and private sector 
organisations types use different business models. Public sector organisations do not need 
profit margins. Where cost efficiency is a major factor in private organisations, in public 
organisations efficiency improvements may lead to budget cuts and staff reductions. This 
results in wilfulness and resistance. This is a major risk in public sector organisations.  
 
As a handle on Enterprise Architecture risks a list of critical success factors (CSF) is available 
([NIKF]).  These CSF’s are no ‘silver bullets’, but they may help prevent these risks becoming 
actual problems and  impediments toward Enterprise Architecture failure. These CSF’s are: 
• Scoping and purpose; 
• Communication and common language; 
• Business-driven approach; 
• Commitment; 
• Development methodology and tool support; 
• Enterprise Architecture models and artefacts; 
• Enterprise Architecture governance; 
• Project and programme management; 
• Assessment and evaluation; 
• IT investment and acquisition strategies; 
• Skilled team, training and education. 
 
Not all CSF’s are found in the empirical research. Some are missing, reasons for this absence 
are not investigated. It is important to add to these CSF´s the value of seeking alignment 
with Enterprise Architecture programmes in related organisations.  
 
Within the Ministry of Security and Justice all DGO´s participate in forums and meetings 
where they share experiences and help use and evaluate tools, methods and frameworks. 
They can make use of umbrella programmes like ‘Compact Government’ and e-Government, 
but also overarching architecture frameworks, like NORA/MARIJ.  
Enterprise Architecture Result Assessment 
As to question 4, the CSF ‘Assessment and evaluation’ covers the mechanism to investigate 
whether Enterprise Architecture goals are attained; literature [BUCK] proposes to assess 
regularly and securely. When it comes to assessing, assess Enterprise Architecture results to 
Enterprise Architecture goals and not to the company’s maturity or business goals. Evidently, 
the Enterprise Architecture goals must fit organisational goals, but these may not be the 
same. 
 
The assessment mechanism proposed has not been extensively investigated in the empirical 
research stage; reason for this omission is the time span required to gather quantitatively 
and qualitatively significant results.  
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The DGO’s researched state the need of assessing Enterprise Architecture results iteratively 
as they confirm  the risk of losing management support when no Enterprise Architecture 
results can be demonstrated. This question demands further research; research that 
concentrates more deeply on the mechanisms used at the DGO’s. 
The Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model 
In order to find answers to the initial research question,  
“How can, for Dutch government organisations, risks of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up?”,  
the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model was devised. The model was built on the 
aforementioned sub-questions regarding motivation, risk, success factors and goal 
assessment. 
 
The important question that remains is: is the Implementation Model useful, valid and 
practically applicable? The Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model covers the issues 
on Enterprise Architecture goals, risks and success factors. In this sense the model is quite 
generic and universally applicable. This is a strength but also a weakness of the model; its 
weakness resides in its lack of concrete actions to be taken. One quality of the model lies in 
its faculty to circumvent the Enterprise Architecture definition issue. It is of course relevant 
to determine Enterprise Architecture goals, but if a vague concept of Enterprise Architecture 
proves cause for discussion –discussion which may cloud the initial purpose of the Enterprise 
Architecture activities–, the model can help determine goals under a different denominator. 
 
In reference to the initial research question, the Implementation Model can help reduce the 
risk of Enterprise Architecture implementation failure. The Implementation Model focuses 
on Enterprise Architecture as a process, clearly disengaging process from product, thereby 
offering the opportunity to avoid a premature focus on frameworks, models and technology. 
 
The model also focuses on goal assessment; [BURK] mentions a fallacious tendency to focus 
on the “process of doing Enterprise Architecture” and on creating Enterprise Architecture 
artefacts, instead of focusing on how Enterprise Architecture “directs the evolution of the 
business and enables senior executives to respond to disruptive business threats and 
opportunities”; this refers to the risks of short-term vision and loss of sponsorship 
(leadership). 
 
In relation to specific characteristics of the public sector in relation to the private sector, the 
Implementation Model does not discriminate. Some Enterprise Architecture risks and CSF’s 
were distinguished that were particular to the public sector. These can be easily 
incorporated into the model, since these are ‘mere’ risks; risks that need identification and 
mitigation. 
 
Has the model been adequately validated in the empirical research stage? Two questions 
were asked in the last sentences of the chapter called ‘Conclusion Conceptual Research’: 
1. In what way does the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model reflect 
empirical reality? 
2. What are the model’s specific context parameters?  
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Three out of four DGO’s (DGO-D does not apply) display clear Enterprise Architecture goals, 
disregarding the idiosyncratic Enterprise Architecture direction opted. All DGO’s are aware 
of Enterprise Architecture risks and possible Enterprise Architecture CSF’s. Evidence toward 
a deliberate and proactive approach toward Enterprise Architecture process has not been 
found, however. Possible reasons are: 
1. The DGO’s differ in Enterprise Architecture approach, both practically and 
philosophically, and, more importantly, in timeline and Enterprise Architecture result 
and maturity. DGO-A’s Enterprise Architecture story thus far is troublesome and 
arduous; DGO-D has only just begun; DGO-B and DGO-C are somewhere in between; 
2. The interviewees, in hindsight, were not the best candidates for the empirical 
research. In case they were the best candidates available, corroboration of these 
interviewees’ information could have been found by interviewing other 
representative candidates. 
3. The questions asked at the interviews did not adequately connect to the DGO’s 
Enterprise Architecture practice on the one hand, nor, on the other hand, to the 
Implementation Model; 
4. The Implementation Model is very generic and, for the moment, too theoretical. 
More practical guidance (e.g. best practices found in literature, more applicable 
examples of Enterprise Architecture goals) might have remedied this issue. 
In other words, the model does and does not reflect empirical reality. It fits empirical reality, 
but it is not used as such. 
Recommendations 
First recommendations concern what is implicit in the Implementation Model. Distinguish 
Enterprise Architecture goals and make sure that they are linked to organisational goals. 
Consider risk management a proactive, even pre-emptive activity. Acting upon risks when 
these occur is acting too late. Be aware that goals may change over time. Also, when the 
goals change or when the environment changes, the risks change accordingly. New goals 
need validation. Consider that Enterprise Architecture is a process and this process needs 
regular validation. Consider that the process will develop products; these products also need 
evaluation and re-adaptation. Make use of lessons learnt and investigate in reading, 
discussing, using other people’s experiences about Enterprise Architecture pitfalls and CSF’s. 
 
The second recommendation concerns the relatively academic and abstract nature of the 
Implementation Model. Use of the model requires guidance. This guidance has not been 
part of this thesis. A possible solution can be a questionnaire or a matrix in which 
organisational goals and Enterprise Architecture can be distinguished and interlinked. 
 
Finally, the DGO’s claim to regularly huddle together and powwow to learn from each other 
and to be able to comply to the overarching ministry’s rules and regulations. This may give 
an insight into the Enterprise Architecture perspective used per DGO and ‘dialect’ of the 
Enterprise Architecture. This element of subsidiarity between the dominant ministry on and 
the subordinate DGO’s strengthens the Enterprise Architecture effort. Guiding principles, 
directives or programmes mentioned include NORA/MARIJ, Compact Government, 
Enterprise Architecture Rijksdienst, Hervormingsagenda Blok, I-Strategie. These elements 
are out of scope in this thesis, but it may be interesting to find out how these conjoint 
efforts work out. What appears to be of crucial relevance is the fact that these DGO’s must 
R. Kamphuis Embarking On Enterprise Architecture, 0.99.B     61/86 
 

seek consensus on definition, target and road map, thereby eliminating ‘dialect’ and 
semantic discrepancies. 
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Reflection and Further Research 
Reflection 
In order to the overall research, most importantly: has the initial research question 
How can, for Dutch government organisations, risks of Enterprise Architecture 
implementation failure be reduced during start-up? 
been answered? The answer to this is: yes, but… In the following sections this answer will 
further explained.  
 
Yes, a possible answer to the research question is the Enterprise Architecture 
Implementation Model. In my opinion this model can be of assistance in an Enterprise 
Architecture programme. But has it been proven? Is it practical, useful, of importance? This 
element is not entirely  answered.  
On Conceptual Research 
Let me directly cut to the chase and confess to the realisation that the initial research 
question has been severely over-ambitious. The question implies the vast field of Enterprise 
Architecture, public sector organisations, and the intention to find a cure against a wide 
range of Enterprise Architecture maladies. 
 
I have spent a lot of time discovering about Enterprise Architecture. The question of what 
Enterprise Architecture really is, is still a subject for ample discussion. I have gone through a 
lot of written material; I have followed plenty of Internet discussions, which, by the way, are 
more often emotionally charged than factual. The quality of written sources is, at times, 
debatable. I have sought answers concerning Enterprise Architecture in relation to the public 
sector. The Conceptual Research stage has been time-consuming, but educative. I am 
inclined to say, however, that the fact that the research question has affected the Empirical 
Research stage in a negative way, simply because it has been too broad. 
 
The conceptual research was not hampered by the diversity in the documentation; there 
was always an ample supply of sources to be investigated, but there is still quite a lot of 
chaff among the wheat. My personal opinion is that Enterprise Architecture is not about IT. 
Yet every other document’s third or fourth sentence mentions IT ([JAN3], [AIES], [JONK]) or 
IT-business alignment. I have, for this reason, developed the Enterprise Architecture classes 
model (Figure 5 Enterprise Architecture  Classes). 
 
The definition discussion of Enterprise Architecture has, in this thesis, been largely ignored. 
This has been a conscious and deliberate decision; the discussion would have clouded the 
overall research. Although arguments on ‘true Enterprise Architecture’ are ubiquitous in 
literature and on Internet forums, these are not seldom unproductive, semantic discussions; 
they are not without value, but they serve no purpose here.  
 
I am content about the Enterprise Architecture Implementation Model. The Implementation 
Model has been built based upon elaborate academic research. I am convinced it can help. 
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The model, however, may be too generic, but I will let future research decide on that matter. 
The model can be considered incomplete, caused by its generic nature. This incompleteness 
may be remedied by guiding instructions and examples of best practices.  
On Empirical Research 
I am less content where the empirical research is concerned. I have struggled and wrestled 
with it. The battle was not lost and the victory perhaps is only partly Pyhrric.  I blame this on 
the initial research question, but must add that: 
• If more time was spent on qualitative aspects of the interviews, this might have 
offered more depth to the outcome; 
o The preparation of a questionnaire, and sending this to the interviewees in 
advance, would have helped gain focus during the actual interviews; 
o The interviewees all had different roles and titles, but they were all ‘active’ in 
Enterprise Architecture. Investing in gathering information about their actual 
business, daily activities, mandates, responsibilities and tasks is a lesson 
learnt. 
• If more time was spent in quantitative aspects of the interviews, more valuable data 
would have been gathered and conclusions would have been more structurally 
founded; 
o Carrying out interviews with at least three interviewees (instead of just the 
one), or group interviews, per DGO would have created more balance in the 
end result; 
o Delving deeper into the organisations’ documentations on Enterprise 
Architecture would also have created more balance. 
 
In conclusion to the empirical stage I sense that the Implementation Model has not been 
validated completely. It has been a well-considered decision to not take the model to the 
interviews, since it has not been used by the researched organisations. The interviews have 
given indications that the model is useful, but further and more practical research is needed 
to prove this. 
Further Research 
From the research results described in this paper further research is opportune in a number 
of areas. Some questions belong in the field of business studies. In relation to this paper the 
following elements are interesting: 
1. It has been stated that the term Enterprise Architecture can mean different things. 
Possibly, insight into the consequences of these idiosyncratic connotations can 
alleviate Enterprise Architecture problems and for that reason further research into 
the effects of the definition issue is advised; 
2. Studies have been done into maturity models to assess ([STEE] mentions a few) the 
Enterprise Architecture programme. Maturity models are ignored in the research 
done in this thesis. These may, however, have a role in start-up. Most maturity 
models are CMM based. One exception is the model [STEE] proposes, which is a 
growth model that can be filled in incrementally; further research, using a maturity 
growth model like this, can be interesting even in start-up, since they can help 
identify and assess specific start-up elements; 
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3. Frameworks are mentioned but not explored in this thesis. The preliminary phase 
found in TOGAF may be useful in start-up. It is therefore interesting to investigate 
mapping the TOGAF preliminary phase to start-up. In relation to research done in this 
thesis, a contradiction arises, since it has been argued that relying upon a framework 
in start-up is a risk; 
4. Most of all, empirical research concerning the iterative assessment mechanism 
proposed has not been given the time nor the appropriate number of research 
organisations to be able to give a conclusive answer to its validity. This iterative 
assessment mechanism needs further research in order to investigate its worth, also 
in relation to the risk of lack of demonstrable Enterprise Architecture value. 
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Samenvatting 
De onderzoeksvraag in dit proefschrift is: 
 
Hoe kunnen de faalrisico’s van Enterprise Architectuur, voor Nederlandse 
overheidsorganisaties, tijdens een opstartfase worden verkleind? 
 
De onderzoeksvraag bevat twee belangrijke elementen:  
1. Verkleinen van de faalkans  
In de literatuur (bijv. [ROSJ], [NIEM], [KAMO]) worden diverse argumenten 
aangedragen ten gunste van Enterprise Architectuur. Literatuur daarentegen biedt 
ook opsommingen van mislukte implementaties van Enterprise Architectuur ([ROSA], 
[BURT], [ROEL]).  
2. Enterprise Architectuur opstartfase 
Architectuur is geen automatisme. De ontdekking dat de huidige architectuur 
'plotseling' niet meer voldoet, kan architectuurbewustzijn oproepen. De opstartfase 
betreft de eerste stappen die richting geven aan dat bewustzijn.  
Om de onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden zijn een literatuurstudie en een multiple case-
studie uitgevoerd.  
 
De literatuur toont aan dat trajecten met Enterprise Architectuur duur zijn en niet altijd 
slagen. Literatuurbronnen propageren Enterprise Architectuur als een middel om 
concurrentievoordeel ([BERN], [ROSJ]) te behalen, maar bieden weinig antwoorden op de 
vraag hoe Enterprise Architectuur te implementeren. 
 
Vanuit de literatuurstudie is een werkend implementatiemodel ontwikkeld. Dit model maakt 
onderscheid tussen de opstartfase en de dagelijkse praktijk. De opstartfase wordt 
beschouwd als het moment dat een organisatie besluit bewust om te gaan met architectuur. 
In deze fase worden kaders vastgesteld en processen en mechanismes ontwikkeld. De 
dagelijkse praktijk is de daadwerkelijke uitvoering van concrete Enterprise Architectuur-
activiteiten waarin gebruik gemaakt wordt van wat ontwikkeld is in de opstartfase. 
 
De literatuurstudie heeft geleid tot een viertal onderzoekscomponenten: 
1. Redenen voor Enterprise Architectuur; 
2. Risico’s bij Enterprise Architectuur; 
3. Succesfactoren bij Enterprise Architectuur;  
4. Evaluatiemechanismen bij Enterprise Architectuur.  
 
Vanuit de literatuur zijn voor risico’s en succesfactoren overzichtslijsten opgebouwd; deze 
lijsten zijn gebruikt in de empirische onderzoeksfase. Ditzelfde geldt ook voor 
evaluatiemechanismen. 
 
De vier onderzoekscomponenten maken deel uit van het implementatiemodel dat hieronder 
getoond wordt. In het model is zichtbaar dat de opstartfase betrekking heeft op het 
vaststellen van doelen en inventarisatie van risico’s. De risico's voor de doelen gaan 
vergezeld van kritische succesfactoren (CSF). 
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Figure 9 Enterprise Architecture Implementatie Model 
 
Het empirisch onderzoek is uitgevoerd om de volgende vragen te beantwoorden:  
1. Op welke manier is dit model een weerspiegeling van de empirische werkelijkheid? 
2. Wat zijn specifieke contextparameters van het model?  
Hierbij zijn vier overheidsorganisaties onderzocht. 
 
Het empirisch onderzoek laat zien dat het model opgaat voor de meeste doelen, risico’s en 
succesfactoren van Enterprise Architectuur. De bezochte organisaties hebben vergelijkbare 
problemen als geïdentificeerd in het conceptuele onderzoek en voeren deels vergelijkbare 
argumenten ten faveure van Enterprise Architectuur. De risico's en succesfactoren in de 
literatuur zijn grotendeels teruggevonden in de empirische onderzoeksfase. Voor het 
evaluatiemechanisme is minder bewijs aangetroffen.  
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Appendix A: Categorisation of Enterprise Architecture Risks 
Risk factors are based on literature. Generic risk factors can emerge in all types of organisations, both public 
and private. Public domain organisations display comparable risk factors. Nuances in content exists however.  
 
[XXXX] Quote  Risk Factor  Generic / 
Government 
Academic  
Value
25
 
[BERG] […] een van de valkuilen bij werken onder 
architectuur in de praktijk: jezelf helemaal 
verliezen in de inhoud van architectuur zonder 
te beseffen wat het doel ervan is en wie er 
gebruik van maken. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BERG] Ten slotte komt het regelmatig voor dat de 
architectuur niet bruikbaar is bij de actuele 
veranderingen die spelen in de organisatie. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BERG] Een tweede veel voorkomende valkuil is dat 
het ambitieniveau te hoog is. 
Leadership Generic 1 
[BERG] Het onvoldoende rekening houden met wat 
haalbaar is gegeven de organisatie, is een 
derde valkuil. 
Leadership Generic 1 
[BITT] The Right Work With the Wrong People 
We frequently observe clients that are 
attempting to conduct the appropriate EA 
activities, but with the wrong individuals. 
More specifically, EA teams often have poorly 
selected members. 
Ignorance Generic 1 
[BITT] Big EA Upfront 
Big EA upfront is the practice of spending 
many months and often several years creating 
a "complete set" of EA deliverables before 
ever taking on the first concrete enterprise 
challenge. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BITT] Early Stakeholder Support 
Poor Practice: Far too many EA programs 
proceed with limited key stakeholder support. 
The best architecture is irrelevant without 
active support from the key stakeholders. EA 
maturity survey data shows this to have the 
highest correlation with EA program success. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BITT] Exceptions Always Get Approved 
Many EA organizations and governance groups 
have well-established standards, but some 
also approve all exceptions. 
Leadership Generic 1 
[BITT] Focus on the EA Process, Rather Than on 
Business Outcomes 
Many Gartner EA clients are diligent in 
developing and applying their EA practices, but 
they fail to deliver any visible business 
outcomes valued by their stakeholders. 
No link to 
business 
Generic 1 
[BITT] Standards for the Sake of Standards Technocracy Generic 1 
25
 References are divided into level 1 and level 2 references. Level 1 references are academic research papers, publications 
that claim empiric research or publications from established organisations like Gartner. Level 2 references are taken from 
websites or publications that can be seen as commercial sales pitches or private opinions; although these sources offer 
valuable attributions, they often lack academic foundation. 
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[XXXX] Quote  Risk Factor  Generic / 
Government 
Academic  
Value
25
 
It is easier to create a standard than it is to 
justify it, but if a standard cannot be justified, 
then it should be eliminated. 
[BURK] In the past, EA practitioners have focused a 
significant amount of time on creating 
operational, enabling and diagnostic 
deliverables that are useful to enterprise 
architects but are not valuable to senior 
management and/or do not respond to a 
specific business or IT need.  
Demonstrable 
value 
Generic 1 
[BURT] Lack of Performance Measures 
We continue to find that the minority of EA 
practitioners have defined metrics that 
illustrate that their EA efforts are driving 
business value. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Generic 1 
[BURT] Picking a Tool Before Understanding Your 
Business Needs 
In fact, focusing on implementing a tool can be 
a huge distraction for teams just starting out, 
because it takes them away from the 
important work of understanding their 
business strategy and goals, determining what 
problem they are trying to solve, defining the 
appropriate processes and governance, and 
building relationships across the business and 
IT 
Ignorance Generic 1 
[BURT] Lack of Communication and Feedback 
Architects that do not create a communication 
plan and a feedback loop with business and IT 
leaders are putting their jobs at risk. EA 
practitioners need to ensure that the outputs 
of EA are available and usable by both 
business and IT leaders, and develop 
communication channels to encourage 
participation and feedback. Feedback 
communication channels may include 
collaborative teams of business and IT people. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BURT] Ivory Tower Approach 
This is a very risky position for any 
organization because, more than ever, 
business and IT users can access and use 
technology services and applications without 
or with little IT involvement. If the EA effort is 
seen as a roadblock or as the policing agency, 
then it is likely to be ignored and circumvented 
by users. 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
[BURT] Lack of Governance 
Many EA teams fall into a state whereby they 
become immobilized and unable to make 
decisions. This is often brought on by a 
combination of a lack of business vision, lack 
of governance and a plethora of EA "stuff" (for 
example, artifacts without any business focus 
or value). 
Ivory tower Generic 1 
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[XXXX] Quote  Risk Factor  Generic / 
Government 
Academic  
Value
25
 
[BURT] No Link to Business Strategic Planning and 
Budget Process 
We often see organizations release EA artifacts 
for use by other parts of the business and IT 
that 
have little link or line of sight back to business 
strategic plans. 
No link to 
business 
Generic 1 
[BURT] Focusing on the Current State First and 
Primarily 
Many architects fall into the pit of trying to 
inventory every process, data element, 
application, service and technology that exists 
in the organization, and take complete 
responsibility for maintaining that inventory. 
This approach will often lead to never-ending 
current-state documentation, leaving no time 
and resources to focus on the real value of 
defining the future state. 
Short-term 
vision 
Generic 1 
[BURT] We're Done 
Some organizations continue to view EA as a 
"project" with a start and end date that is 
completed. Although a specific iteration of EA 
that is focused on a specific scope may be 
pursued as a project, EA overall is an ongoing 
effort. 
Short-term 
vision 
Generic 1 
[BURT] Limiting the EA Team to IT Resources 
EA is initiated by an IT leader in many 
organizations, because they are faced with a 
plethora of systems, applications, networks 
and services that they need to manage, 
reconcile and align to the business. 
Technocracy Generic 1 
[BURT] Confusing "IT Architecture" With "Enterprise 
Architecture" 
[We] found that 32% of the respondents 
indicated that their 2011 and 2012 focus for 
EA was primarily on technology (simplifying 
technology, and guiding technology decisions 
and use); 68% of respondents said that their 
primary focus for EA during 2011 and 2012 will 
be on aligning with business, delivering 
business value or business transformation. 
Technocracy Generic 1 
[BURT] Focusing on the Art or Language of EA Rather 
Than Outcomes 
In some cases, architects can become too 
focused on the "art of EA" and lose the focus 
on the business, people, processes and 
technologies that they should be serving and 
supporting. Architects become so busy trying 
to lead, educate, facilitate and create EA that 
they forget the business value of their efforts.  
Technocracy Generic 1 
[BURT] Strict Following of EA Frameworks 
An overly dogmatic adherence to any 
framework generally results in the production 
of EA output documents that are of limited 
Technocracy Generic 1 
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[XXXX] Quote  Risk Factor  Generic / 
Government 
Academic  
Value
25
 
business value. EA frameworks are only as 
good as how well they support your 
organization's business, cultural and vision 
needs. 
[BURT] Overstandardization 
Many architects fall back into the rut of 
focusing solely or primarily on "defining 
standards" (processes, technologies and 
services) — some going to the extreme of 
defining large collections of standards for as 
many of their technologies and processes as 
possible. 
Technocracy Generic 1 
[GRIG] EA scope usually over-simplified Ignorance Generic 2 
[GRIG] EA scope not addressing top business concerns No link to 
business 
Generic 2 
[GRIG] EA IT scope not addressing many IT concerns No link to 
business 
Generic 2 
[GRIG] EA scope excludes people and organization Technocracy Generic 2 
[GRIG] EA scope typically covering only IT Technocracy Generic 2 
[GRIG] EA scope not covering other technologies Technocracy Generic 2 
[HAR1] Unfortunately, the young discipline of 
enterprise architecture suffers from vague 
definitions of what enterprise architecture is 
supposed to be, an absence of any consensus 
of what an enterprise architecture is supposed 
to do, and an absence of any general 
agreement on how an enterprise architecture 
is supposed to function. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Generic 1 
[HAR1] The quest for architectural enlightenment is 
littered with reams of unused or even unread 
architectural artifacts, often derisively referred 
to as “shelfware”, which have been very costly 
to develop and have returned little to nothing 
of tangible value. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Generic 1 
[HAR2] Some enterprises greatly scale back or 
abandon their enterprise architecture efforts 
while others seek alternative enterprise 
architecting strategies because the ones they 
have employed previously had not delivered. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Generic 1 
[HAR2] There is a lack of clear insight on where to 
begin an enterprise architecture effort so that 
value can be realized early and increased over 
time. 
Ignorance Generic 1 
[JONK] In current business practice, an integrated 
approach to business and IT is indispensable. 
However, in many companies such an 
integrated view of the entire enterprise is still 
far off. This is an important problem, because 
changes in a company’s strategy and business  
goals have significant consequences within all 
domains of the enterprise, such as the 
organisation structure, business processes, 
software systems, data management and 
technical infrastructure. 
No link to 
business 
Generic 2 
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[KAIS] Modelling: We found that selecting an 
appropriate framework and choosing a model 
to be the most difficult, but critical, tasks. 
Ignorance Generic 1 
[KAIS] Maintenance: Maintaining an EA has been 
given little attention in the technical literature. 
As more EA efforts become fully engaged, we 
need to identify best practices in support of 
maintaining and deploying EAs. 
Ignorance Generic 1 
[KAIS] Management: Implementing an EA requires 
strong program and project management 
expertise along with an IT portfolio 
management process, while maintaining the 
architecture requires a robust change 
management process and procedures. 
Leadership Generic 1 
[KAVI] Poor Planning 
This could also fall into a category of 
unrealistic expectations. Initiatives like SOA 
require a well thought out strategy. Many IT 
shops do not have the patience for this and 
rush into their project head first without a clue 
of how to actually accomplish their goals.  
Ignorance Generic 2 
[KAVI] Trying to do it cheap 
Organizations want it all, but they don't want 
to invest the time and money.  
Ignorance Generic 2 
[KAVI] Lack of technical knowledge 
You can have all of the leadership and 
communication skills in the world but if you 
lack the technical know how you are doomed.  
Ignorance Generic 2 
[KAVI] Poor Communication 
Enterprise projects usually impact a large 
amount of people. This requires constant 
communications to all levels of people 
throughout the organization. 
Ivory tower Generic 2 
[KAVI] Lack of sound business case 
IT teams with great intentions go off into their 
ivory towers for months or years and come 
out with tons of great documents (usually 
outdated) and a nice service oriented 
architecture. 
Ivory tower Generic 2 
[KAVI] Poor project management 
Scope creep is a project killer. Managing scope 
and requirements are the key to any project.  
Leadership Generic 2 
[KAVI] Poor vendor management 
Somebody hires a high priced group of 
consultants and let's them run wild. 
Consultants goals are similar to your goals but 
that is not a good thing. Both the consultants 
and your goals are to make as much money as 
possible for the company. 
Leadership Generic 2 
[KAVI] Lack of Leadership 
IT Leadership requires excellence in three key 
areas: Technology, Business, and People. If the 
leadership is missing any of the three 
components you are doomed. 
Leadership Generic 2 
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[KAVI] Lack of strong executive sponsorship 
You need somebody strong to help make and 
enforce those decisions and remove major 
hurdles so the team can get the work done. 
Leadership Generic 2 
[KAVI] Underestimating or ignoring impact of change 
This is another way of saying poor change 
management. People need to know WIIFM 
(what's in it for me). Resistance to change can 
kill any project.  
Short-term 
vision 
Generic 2 
[LAPA] Currently, it is very difficult to gain deep 
insights from the literature on EA because 
there is a lack of shared vocabulary. The same 
term is used with different meanings and 
different terms are used with the same 
meaning. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Generic 1 
[LAPK] Numerous, conflicting interpretations of the 
term "enterprise architecture" cause 
confusion and obstruct the benefits that a 
common understanding of the concept 
enables. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Generic 1 
[MALI] Enterprise Architecture is poorly defined by a 
wide array of discordant opinions, overlapping 
and industry-specific frameworks. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Generic 2 
[MALI] Enterprise Architecture is hobbled by an 
inability to build momentum among Early 
Majority companies on the adoption curve. 
Ignorance Generic 2 
[MALI] Enterprise Architecture has responded by 
focusing on the wrong set of problems: 
describing short-term-quick-win initiatives 
using methods and tools designed to produce 
long-term value. 
Short-term 
vision 
Generic 2 
[ROBE] Overly IT-focused EA programs miss significant 
opportunities to improve their enterprises in 
business outcome visible ways, and are at risk 
of being ignored or, worse, cut. Although EA 
includes IT-enabled or technology-
sophisticated enterprise improvements, EA is 
not just focused on IT. 
No link to 
business 
Generic 2 
[ROD1] In most organizations and for most of its 
stakeholders, the EA is viewed as an abstract 
concept that requires a significant effort in 
resource spending and it is very difficult to 
prove its value. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Generic 1 
[ROSA] The real blame lies with the decision makers in 
the organization. They turn to EA for the 
wrong reasons and are ultimately 
disappointed when EA is unable to help them.  
Ignorance Generic 2 
[ZAC2] This is what is killing Enterprise Architecture … 
every computer programmer, systems 
designer, software architect, solutions 
architect, technology architect, computer 
operator, PC owner, data architect, database 
architect, network architect, business analyst, 
systems analyst, enterprise architect, service 
Definition and 
consensus 
Generic 2 
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architect, object architect, project manager 
and CIO calls whatever they want to or maybe, 
whatever they are doing, “Architecture.” It is 
chaos. No wonder we don’t have Enterprises 
that are coherent, integrated, flexible, 
dynamic, interoperable, reusable, aligned, lean 
and mean and working. 
[GRAV] In order to receive solid political backing, there 
must be clear expectations about which 
outcomes will be created and there must be 
measurable political or economic return 
attached to those outcomes that align with 
broader political intent. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Government 2 
[GRAV] Unclear distributions of power, unclear 
mandates, and a constant struggle for political 
support will hinder outcomes. 
Leadership Government 2 
[GRAV] EA programs cannot be overly prescriptive or 
stringent in their assumptions. 
Leadership Government 2 
[GRAV] Short-term programs that have unrealistic 
expectations will probably falter with a higher 
probability. To ensure patience, political and 
cross-party leadership seems vital.  
Short-term 
vision 
Government 2 
[GRAV] Rigid reference models or governance forms 
that focus on "telling” rather than "selling" will 
be hard-pressed to produce results in a 
political system. 
Technocracy Government 2 
[GRAV] EA programs should not be driven from 
technology centers or central, shared IT 
organizations although these organizations will 
play a large supporting role in defining models, 
ontologies, reference architectures, and IT 
policies and in providing oversight and 
architectural governance for implementing the 
actual changes. 
Technocracy Government 2 
[HJOK] Public sector reforms are qualitatively 
different from restructuring private 
enterprises or industries. While dramatic 
higher profits, promotions, stock price 
increases, and market shares are drivers for 
reform in the private sector, this can be a 
showstopper in the public sector where 
effective IS use most often will be rewarded 
with budget cuts, staff reductions, loss of 
resources, and consolidation of programs 
Resistance to 
change 
Government 1 
[HJOK] The introduction of a new approach to things 
in a specific organization creates the potential 
for conflicts between the incumbent 
institutional regime and the institutional logics 
embedded in the new system. 
Resistance to 
change 
Government 1 
[HJOK] Because there is no overall coordination of the 
different e-government initiatives in the health 
sector there are no direct economic and/or 
immediate political incentives for CUH to 
share data and business functionality with 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
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other health care organizations.  
[HJOK] the management of e-government initiatives is 
only sparsely structured based on ad-hoc 
cooperation in many interorganizational 
settings. The principal obstacle in government 
is the high fragmentation, where many actors 
get involved when offering e-services. Having 
only a limited, single-organizational focus in EA 
projects in government agencies is a common 
problem of many running projects. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[HJOK] The existence of isolated, overlapping, highly 
fragmented, and unrelated computerized 
applications within the same organization has 
resulted in major interoperability problems 
and ‘isolated islands of technology’ 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[HJOK] that many processes are now fragmented over 
several administrative organizations in “silos”. 
These e-government challenges are further 
exacerbated by the complex goal structure 
and the strict legal norms that public agencies 
must work under, delivering services to 
business and citizens, securing transparency, 
etc.  
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[HJOK] Introducing new IT planning routines, 
structures and values is difficult. IT 
organizations find it difficult to communicate 
with the business people in their agencies, and 
it is thus more common that EA is made to 
conform to existing behavior and practice than 
to change the practice of IT planning. 
Technocracy Government 1 
[JAN1] Enterprise architecture (EA) lacks a universally 
accepted definition 
Definition and 
consensus 
Government 1 
[JAN1] there are different perceptions of what NEA is 
and what it is not. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Government 1 
[JAN1] There are a number of standards, however, 
the organizations responsible for developing 
and maintaining these standards have no 
direct link to the NEA program. The program 
does refer to these standards and encourages 
the use of these standards. The interviewees 
representing municipalities found it very hard 
to find the right standards, 
Ivory tower Government 1 
[JAN1] As governance model is based on incentives 
rather than laws and regulations, the 
implementation of NEA in Danish public 
agencies is rather fragmented. Many of the 
NEA initiatives, like common access 
management, are based on ad-hoc decision 
processes and not a national to-be 
architectural vision. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] There is no overall coordination, as a result, 
some interviewees indicated that they are 
sometimes overwhelmed by the large number 
of initiatives and do not understand the 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
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dependencies among all the programs. 
[JAN1] There is a NEA at the central level, and several, 
relatively large, agencies have their own EA. 
Often these do not comply with the 
centralized EA. Moreover agencies are starting 
to implement new initiatives without 
considering the NEA. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] The adoption of NEA is based on voluntarism 
and it is up to each public organization to 
assess their need for an NEA and decisions 
related to it. There are no financial incentives 
to adopt the NEA. NEA is primarily driven by 
the need for interoperability and adoption of 
best practices. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] There are a large number of centralized 
programs. They regularly held workshops, 
write reports and distribute newsletters to 
inform governmental agencies. There is no 
overall coordination, as a result, some 
interviewees indicated that they are 
sometimes overwhelmed by the large number 
of initiatives and do not understand the 
dependencies among all the programs. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] The architecture efforts are fragmented and, 
except for documentation, there is no focal 
point [8]. Most of the initiatives are 
implemented after spotting the success of 
local agencies or at other countries. A 
complete picture is currently lacking 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] There is a NEA at the central level, and several, 
relatively large, agencies have their own EA. 
Often these do not comply with the 
centralized EA. Moreover agencies are starting 
to implement new initiatives without 
considering the NEA. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[JAN1] The NEA contains over 160 principles. 
However, some are overlapping and the 
principles also include policies like 60% of the 
services should be provided online [15]. The 
interviewees commented that the principles 
are rather at a high and abstract level 
Technocracy Government 1 
[POUT] The term, content, and scope of EA is unclear 
to practitioners. The term “Enterprise 
Architecture” has been taken to mean both 
the descriptive documents and the actual 
implementation. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Government 1 
[POUT] The scope of working with EA is also vague. 
Some definitions promote the goal of EAs to 
be engineering and alignment of the whole 
organization – “Enterprise Architecture” – and 
others state the scope is IT architecture. 
Definition and 
consensus 
Government 1 
[POUT] EA practices need organizational and executive 
support and funding to successfully perform 
their mission. Getting this support is 
Demonstrable 
value 
Government 1 
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problematic as the benefits of EA are difficult 
to describe and measure, both qualitatively 
and quantitatively. 
[POUT] There is a lack of methods and metrics for 
qualitative and quantitative measurement 
(Kaisler et al. 2005). The feedback loop is very 
vague; for example, Finnish studies (Seppänen 
2009) report that measurement is not done at 
all. Many executives continue to see the 
Enterprise Architect as a nonrevenue 
producing expense. 
Demonstrable 
value 
Government 1 
[POUT] The origins of EA are within the technical 
domain; Enterprise Architecture practice is 
usually located in the IT department and 
Enterprise Architecture programs are mostly 
staffed with IT personnel. This leads to the 
perception that Enterprise Architecture has 
only an IT focus. 
No link to 
business 
Government 1 
[POUT] The link from EA work to strategic planning is 
vague. 
No link to 
business 
Government 1 
[POUT] In some cases EA implementation will be 
limited because of limited legitimacy, unclear 
ownership and roles, and division of work. 
Departments fear their power is decreased 
causing resistance 
Resistance to 
change 
Government 1 
[POUT] EA is a complex and abstract discipline and an 
organization’s introduction into architectural 
thinking takes time 
Short-term 
vision 
Government 1 
[POUT] The key issues identified were: […] unclear 
division of work, and lack of cooperation 
between departments. 
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[POUT] The key issues identified were: unclear 
concept of EA, lack of common language 
between business and IT personnel, […]  
Silo's and 
fragmentation 
Government 1 
[POUT] Several notations exist to visually model the 
different viewpoints of architecture and 
numerous frameworks exist to organize these 
models. EA models are difficult to understand 
for people with no architectural and modelling 
education. 
Technocracy Government 1 
[POUT] In most of the agencies studied Information 
Systems (IS) planning is still perceived as 
something “technical”, and EA adoption 
generally had only very little effect on 
executive decisions and resource 
management. 
Technocracy Government 1 
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Appendix B: Interview Structure 
Sources (Bernard, Ross, Van der Raadt, ) consider Enterprise Architecture a means to harness complexity, align 
strategy, business and IT and adapt more easily to a changing environment. 
Research (Gartner, Hoogervorst), however, also demonstrates that many Enterprise Architecture ventures fail, 
due to (to name a few): 
• Lack of definition, or a shared perspective, of Enterprise Architecture;  
• Poor communication; 
• Lack of demonstrable results; 
• Over-ambitiousness; 
• Lack of focus; 
• Lack of management support. 
 
An extensive literature research has led to the following abstraction. Further practical research will result in 
four question areas: 
• Enterprise Architecture motivations (purpose and problem solution); 
• Enterprise Architecture risks (non-fulfilment and risk); 
• Enterprise Architecture critical success factors (fulfilment); 
• Enterprise Architecture assessment mechanisms. 
 
 
Figure 10 Question Model 
 
The vertical axis opposes Enterprise Architecture goals and assessment; these are concerned with the Plan-Do-
Check-Act-cycle and the mechanisms of assessment. Horizontally success and risk are opposed; here risks can 
be found passively (generic and documented) and actively (organisation-specific); the same goes for critical 
success factors. 
 
Overall research is concerned with the early identification of risks and success factors on the one hand, and the 
institution of adequate adjustment mechanisms on the other, in order to reduce Enterprise Architecture failure 
risk. 
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Enterprise Architecture organisational goals and implementation 
1. What is the general Enterprise Architecture purpose (vision); which problems is Enterprise 
Architecture supposed to solve? 
a. Create organisational unity and bridge silos; 
b. Integrating technologies in order to increase IT efficiency and agility; 
c. Create a strategic advantage; 
d. Support the transition process; 
e. Provide a blueprint of the organisation; 
f. Reducing IT overlap; 
g. Other; 
2. Which Enterprise Architecture definition of do you use? 
3. Can you describe the Enterprise Architecture organisation? 
a. Where lies Enterprise Architecture responsibility and accountability? 
b. Does the responsible and accountable party actively participate in the Enterprise Architecture 
process (facilitation, leverage, responsive)? 
c. How is Enterprise Architecture team made up? 
i. How many people? 
ii. How are they trained; what are their knowledge and experience? 
iii. How do they (co)operate? 
d. How far is the Enterprise Architecture team’s reach? 
e. Is the Enterprise Architecture budget sufficient and proportional? 
4. Do you use any the following frameworks and why (not)? 
a. TOGAF; 
b. NORA/MARIJ; 
c. ZACHMAN; 
d. Other. 
5. Can you describe the Enterprise Architecture timeline? 
a. When was the Enterprise Architecture programme started? 
b. Can you describe its current state? Where are you now? 
c. Where will you Enterprise Architecture be this time next year, or in five years? 
Enterprise Architecture assessment 
6. What are Enterprise Architecture successes (fully or partly)? 
a. In relation to Enterprise Architecture goals? 
b. Are there any additional (and possibly unexpected) positive effects? 
7. What are Enterprise Architecture non-fulfilments (fully or partly)? 
a. In relation to Enterprise Architecture goals? 
b. Additional negative effects? 
8. Describe Enterprise Architecture assessment mechanisms 
a. Which are the Enterprise Architecture milestones you have set? 
b. What Enterprise Architecture goal target levels have you set? 
c. How and how often do you assess? With whom?  
d. What do you do with goals are not met? 
9. How ‘famous’ are your Enterprise Architecture exploits within the organisation? Why? 
Lessons learnt 
10. Which specific Enterprise Architecture risks and  risks have you encountered? 
a. Which common risks/risks? 
b. Which of these are typical for the public sector? 
c. What was the damage done? 
11. Which specific Enterprise Architecture CSF’s have you discovered? 
a. Which common CSF’s? 
b. Which of these are typical for the public sector? 
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Enterprise Architecture Motivations 
The following three tables offer concise overviews of results from the empirical research. 
The tables are all construed similarly, with the following columns: 
1. DGO (A, B, C, D) 
2. Subject (Motivation, RISK or CSF) 
3. Category 
 
DGO Motivation Category 
A The need for more control on implementation, clearer management 
frameworks and joining forces in the execution 
Create organisational unity 
and bridge silos 
A A fragmented IT landscape. Reducing IT overlap 
B IT and functional fragmentation and redundancy in the organisation  Reducing IT overlap 
B Lack of uniformity and IT standardisation Reducing IT overlap 
B The need to create organisational coherency and to become able to 
make informed predictions 
Create organisational unity 
and bridge silos 
B Obsolete IT infrastructure and It landscape Reducing IT overlap 
C Redefining the strategy in order to build an organisational structure 
that is future proof. 
Strategy 
C Reduce the risk of outdated systems and technique Reducing IT overlap 
C Reduce organisational fragmentation. Create organisational unity 
and bridge silos 
C Reduce functional IT redundancy Reducing IT overlap 
C Reduce IT costs by reducing silo's Reducing IT overlap 
D Reduce organisational fragmentation. Create organisational unity 
and bridge silos 
D Supporting strategic decision process  Strategy 
D Resolving the consistency problem between IT and business, 
including HRM and finance 
Create organisational unity 
and bridge silos 
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Enterprise Architecture Risks 
DGO Risk Category 
C Governments suffer from the intractability to write procedures and 
work instructions. 
Culture 
D An over-prescriptive approach leads to resistance and 
circumvention 
Culture 
D Government organisations tend to put process over result and 
subsequently lose sight of targets, resulting in artefacts that do not 
connect to practice. 
Culture 
A The term ‘architecture’ suffers from inflation. There is no shared 
understanding or definition. 
Definition and consensus 
A People talked about EA when they meant solutions architecture  Definition and consensus 
C Management and IT are unable to communicate and no one has the 
ability to translate. 
Definition and consensus 
A Theory and practice did not align and no the architects were unable 
to demonstrate its value.  
Demonstrable value 
D Management support is not synonymous with architecture support. 
You must be able to demonstrate success. 
Demonstrable value 
A Architecture was originally positioned in the strategic corner but 
soon moved to a more tactical and operational corner 
Ignorance 
A We use our own reference architecture, instead of NORA/MARIJ, to 
write our Project Start Architectures. 
Ignorance 
B An architect who is incapable of communicating with his 
stakeholders is not a good architect. 
Ignorance 
B An architect who is incapable of thinking conceptually is not a good 
architect. You need to be able to identify trends and communicate 
the consequences. 
Ignorance 
C Time-to-market is slow. Costs are high. Ignorance 
D Enterprise Architecture can best not be regarded a project. Ignorance 
D Time-to-market is slow. Decision too. Ignorance 
D An Enterprise Architect may be inclined to consider himself the 
centre of the universe and lose touch with what is actually going on. 
Ivory tower 
D Designing an architecture from limited viewpoints may disturb the 
balance.  You need insight into various domains. 
Ivory tower 
A Initial support is not enough. With the change in management, the 
change in vision may shift. 
Leadership 
A Lack of money will impede progress. Leadership 
A Architecture has never been properly founded within the 
organisational structure.  
Leadership 
B We have no mission or vision. We are driven by legislature. Leadership 
B Budget is an issue. Leadership 
C Shortage of money endangers continuance.  Leadership 
D Because of the reorganisation there is little attention for EA Leadership 
D When you take inventory of what needs doing. You find it is too 
much. You have to make choices and you risk making the wrong 
choice. 
Leadership 
D Question is whether we have the knowledge and competencies to 
do what needs doing? We need to invest in people who can 
communicate the message. 
Leadership 
D We are all in the same boat. We know we need to work together. 
We must take heed that we do not row in different directions. 
Leadership 
D The absence of strong mandates makes us weak. Leadership 
B Every organisational department or section was more or less Resistance to change 
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DGO Risk Category 
autonomous and the need for standardisation was missing. 
C Every new development can be a threat. Improving the efficiency 
may result in less money and job loss. 
Resistance to change 
A EA implementation was linked to IT projects. But projects are bound 
by time and budget and miss the broader overview that EA needs. 
Short-term vision 
B Political leaders have a four year horizon. EA is not their top priority. Short-term vision 
B Planning is hard, since management decisions are unpredictable. 
This makes our horizon limited. 
Short-term vision 
C Politics can influence priorities. Short-term vision 
D We live in a political environment and are sensitive to the daily 
turmoil of events and incidents in The Hague. 
Short-term vision 
B The organisation showed a tradition of isolationism where problems 
were considered local and as a consequence so were solutions. 
Silo's and fragmentation 
B Standardisation is not automatic. Departments and sections tend to 
think that they are different. 
Silo's and fragmentation 
C Separate units set their own priorities. Silo's and fragmentation 
C Every issue has its own IT solution. We now have one IT-
department, but every unit has its own applications and therefore 
its own IT sub-department 
Silo's and fragmentation 
C To start working strategically together in a chain is a paradigm shift.  Silo's and fragmentation 
D Remnants of the old situation where sections were autonomous can 
be found. People ignore shared interests and tend to stick to their 
own agenda’s. 
Silo's and fragmentation 
B You do not necessarily need a EA framework. First and foremost 
question you need to answer is: "What do my stakeholders and my 
organisation need?" The tool is secondary. 
Technocracy 
C Government architectural frameworks like NORA/MARIJ are too 
generic, which can lead to false securities about grip and support. 
Technocracy 
C Developments are often IT based and technocratic. Technocracy 
C The definition of Enterprise Architecture is often too narrow and 
primarily IT-focused. This results in technocratic decision making 
and no relation to the business.  
Technocracy 
D The initial Enterprise Architecture Plan was technology oriented. 
There are still remnants of this school present. 
Technocracy 
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Enterprise Architecture CSF’s 
DGO CSF Category 
B Work in stages. We use a nine month horizon. We know what we have 
after nine months. The programme is finished when our directors tells us 
that we are ready. 
Assessment and 
evaluation 
C Organise a mechanism of checks and balances. Assessment and 
evaluation 
D Use an iterative process. When you do you are more aware of what is 
going on. The chasm between theory and practice grows smaller. It is 
easier to choose your next move. 
Assessment and 
evaluation 
D Evaluate on a regular basis with stakeholders. Create a shared 
responsibility. 
Assessment and 
evaluation 
A Management should position and support the enterprise architecture 
visibly and securely within the organisation.  
Commitment 
C A well-defined enterprise architecture is less susceptible to political 
wilfulness. 
Commitment 
D An enterprise architecture is built on organisational goals and must be 
future-proof. This diminishes the influence of changing management on 
the foundations of the enterprise architecture. 
Commitment 
A Use one language for enterprise architecture. Remove opacity from 
terminology. 
Communication and 
common language 
B Find an architect who understands his stakeholders; make sure 
stakeholders understand the architect. 
Communication and 
common language 
C Be clear in what the role and tasks of the enterprise architect mean. Set 
boundaries, but respect everyone's expertise. 
Communication and 
common language 
C Listen to arguments from experts and use them to your advantage. Communication and 
common language 
D Communicate the direction and make sure everybody understands. Communication and 
common language 
A Use architecture tools that fit the organisation. Development 
Methodology and tool 
support 
B Use tools and frameworks where and when appropriate, but keep your 
eye on the target. 
Development 
Methodology and tool 
support 
C Use tools and frameworks that connect to and that you can share with 
partners. 
Development 
Methodology and tool 
support 
A Connect with developments on a higher level. Project and programme 
management 
A Build the bridge. Management can use the enterprise architect to help 
solve problems; the enterprise architect must offer his services explicitly. 
Project and programme 
management 
B Develop a programme and implement project-based inside that 
programme.  
Project and programme 
management 
B Use national standards, like NORA/MARIJ, but also national reforming 
programmes, and developments within the ministry and partners. 
Project and programme 
management 
C Try to connect top-down and bottom-up movements. This way you can 
align demand and supply more easily. 
Project and programme 
management 
C Be realistic in what you want to achieve. Concentrate on feasible results. Project and programme 
management 
D Use the 'chain' you are in and connect to what the ministry and partners 
use. 
Project and programme 
management 
A Define a central purpose for the architecture and avoid fragmentation. Scoping and Purpose 
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DGO CSF Category 
B Do not over-focus on mission and vision and long-term activities. 
Concentrate on what's 'just enough'.  
Scoping and Purpose 
D Shape every architecture component in order to reach a shared 
understanding. 
Scoping and Purpose 
A Find people who keep in touch with what is going on outside the 
organisation; who know what happens in the world outside, 
developments at the central ministry, what partners are doing. 
Skilled team, training 
and education 
D Invest in the quality of your architect. Find someone who can fillet and 
analyse developments. 
Skilled team, training 
and education 
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